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which was passed in April, opposed by 
the Democrats who are now crying for 
reform, included auditor independence, 
a new oversight body called the Public 
Regulatory Organization. It would 
have to certify any accounting wishes 
to audit the financial statements re-
quired from public issuers of stock. It 
also states that officials cannot inter-
fere with audits. It would be unlawful 
for company officials to interfere with 
the auditing process. Finally, it has no 
executive training during blackout pe-
riods in order to protect 401(k)s. 

This reform is now being held up by 
the Democrat leadership in the other 
body. Let it pass. Let us go to con-
ference and do what is best for the 
American people and put partisan poli-
tics aside.

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
COOKSEY). The Chair reminds Members 
to avoid improper references to the 
Senate.

f 

ARMING PILOTS AGAINST 
TERRORISM ACT 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 472 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 472

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4635) to amend 
title 49, United States Code, to establish a 
program for Federal flight deck officers, and 
for other purposes. The first reading of the 
bill shall be dispensed with. All points of 
order against consideration of the bill are 
waived. General debate shall be confined to 
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. After general debate the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider 
as an original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the five-minute rule the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure now printed in the 
bill. The committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute shall be considered as 
read. All points of order against the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute are waived. No amendment to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute shall be in order except those 
printed in the portion of the Congressional 
Record designated for that purpose in clause 
8 of rule XVIII and except pro forma amend-
ments for the purpose of debate. Each 
amendment so printed may be offered only 
by the Member who caused it to be printed 
or his designee and shall be considered as 
read. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted. 
Any Member may demand a separate vote in 

the House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. REYNOLDS) 
is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only. 

(Mr. REYNOLDS asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, House 
Resolution 472 is a fair and balanced 
modified open rule providing for the 
consideration of H.R. 4635, Arming Pi-
lots Against Terrorism Act, with 1 
hour of general debate equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and the 
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

The rule waives all points of order 
against consideration of the bill and 
against the committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute. 

The rules also provides one motion to 
recommit with or without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, tomorrow will mark the 
10-month anniversary of the horrific 
tragedy of September 11 when four air-
planes were used against us as weap-
ons, resulting in tremendous loss of 
life, significant property damage, and 
an immeasurable sense of vulner-
ability. 

Since that time, this Congress has 
worked together to produce com-
prehensive legislation to improve, en-
hance and expand our Nation’s aviation 
security system. President Bush signed 
the Aviation and Transportation Secu-
rity Act into law on November 19, 2001. 

Many of the changes from that law 
are already apparent throughout the 
country, both inside terminals and on-
board planes. Yet incidents such as the 
shooting at Los Angeles International 
Airport on July 4 that killed two inno-
cent bystanders reminds us that we 
must be vigilant in our efforts to com-
bat acts of violence and terrorism on 
all fronts. 

One critical way that we can provide 
a final layer of defense against terror-
ists gaining control of a commercial 
aircraft is by allowing pilots to carry 
firearms aboard aircraft in order to de-
fend the cockpit from hijackers. 

The legislation before us today will 
direct the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration to deputize 2 percent of 
pilots, on a voluntary basis, for a 2-
year test period. Participants will un-
dergo extensive firearms training simi-
lar to that of the air marshals. 

The Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure and the Sub-
committee on Aviation produced this 

bill and worked closely with the airline 
pilots to craft the language. As a re-
sult, they have presented to this House 
a bipartisan package, a package that 
was reported out of full committee by 
voice vote and one that reflects the 
needs and concerns from Members on 
both sides of the aisle. 

All of the major pilots’ organizations 
support the measure, led by the Air 
Line Pilots Association, the world’s 
oldest and largest pilot union rep-
resenting more than 66,000 cockpit 
crewmembers at 43 airlines in the 
United States and Canada. 

In fact, the chairman of the Air Line 
Pilots Association International’s Na-
tional Flight Security Committee, 
Captain Stephen Luckey, testified at a 
hearing held by the Subcommittee on 
Aviation on May 2, 2002. 

As he outlined the continuing threat 
and dramatic economic repercussions 
of future terrorist attacks, Captain 
Luckey said the following: ‘‘It is obvi-
ous, or should be, that protecting the 
flight deck and its occupants against 
hijackers is now tantamount to pro-
tecting our national economy. The Air 
Line Pilots Association strongly en-
dorses and supports this bill and we 
urge Congress and the administration 
to work together to ensure its pas-
sage.’’ 

It is imperative that we take every 
step possible to protect our aircraft, 
our citizens and our country. Arming 
pilots may be just one component of a 
larger plan to provide security, but it 
will play an integral role in deterring 
catastrophic terrorist acts. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge Mem-
bers to support this rule and the under-
lying legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. REYNOLDS) for 
yielding me the customary time. While 
I will support the rule, I must express 
slight disappointment with the major-
ity. This is not a totally open rule. 

We are just back from our Independ-
ence Day work period, but this rule re-
quires Members to have preprinted any 
amendments in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD at least one day before the bill 
is considered. Many Members have had 
little notice and opportunity to pre-
pare amendments for this significant 
legislation. But having said that, I will 
support the rule. 

The bill under consideration today, 
H.R. 4635, would authorize a 2-year test 
program allowing guns in the cockpit 
for a limited number of pilots. Prior to 
deputizing pilots, the Transportation 
Security Administration is required to 
establish within 2 months a plan for 
carrying guns, including the types of 
weapons allowed, types of ammunition, 
gun storage, interaction with air mar-
shals, and limitations on removing the 
gun from the cockpit. 

We are committed to providing as 
much security as possible for the flying 
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public. September 11 was a devastating 
day, and we must do everything in our 
power to try and prevent it from ever 
happening again. I commend the mem-
bers of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, particularly 
the gentleman from Alaska (Mr. 
YOUNG), the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. OBERSTAR), the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MICA), and the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI), for work-
ing hard to craft a bipartisan com-
promise in the long-standing tradition 
of that committee. The bill before us is 
certainly an improvement over what 
was originally introduced. 

I also understand the feelings of 
many pilots who support this bill. As 
well-trained, dedicated professionals, 
they are committed to protecting their 
passengers and fellow crewmembers. 
But, Mr. Speaker, I do have some con-
cerns. 

The Aviation and Transportation Se-
curity Act, the law which created the 
Transportation Security Administra-
tion, gave that agency the authority to 
decide whether or not pilots should be 
armed. John Magaw, the Under Sec-
retary of TSA, announced in a Senate 
Committee on Commerce hearing held 
on May 21, 2002, that TSA opposes arm-
ing pilots. 

Mr. Magaw made clear that he had 
several concerns about introducing 
firearms in the cockpit, and he testi-
fied that his agency was still looking 
at a range of options for pilot protec-
tion, including nonlethal weapons. 

It is unclear to me why, after grant-
ing the decision-making authority to 
the experts at TSA, that this body feels 
the urgent need to override those ex-
perts. To be honest, I would have pre-
ferred that this House fashion an ap-
proach that has the support of the 
Transportation Security Administra-
tion and has the support of the Bush 
administration. This is an important 
issue. We are talking about how best to 
provide security to the flying public, 
the pilots and the flight crew, and how 
to avoid a reoccurrence of September 
11. We need to get this right and do 
what works. We need to be thoughtful 
and thorough. 

Patchwork approaches that do little 
to reassure the flying public may com-
promise our ability to provide the best 
possible security for passengers and 
flight crews. 

I know that some members of those 
flight crews, the flight attendants, 
have expressed strong reservations 
about the adequacy of the training 
measures for them contained in this 
bill, and I hope that their concerns will 
be addressed. 

Our aviation system still has a long 
way to go before all of the security 
measures we mandated last year are 
fully in place. Cockpit doors need to be 
permanently strengthened. The air 
marshal program is not yet fully 
staffed, and training is not yet com-
plete. Baggage screening procedures 
are still being worked out. And the fea-
sibility of nonlethal weapons such as 
stun guns is still being studied. 

Mr. Speaker, there are a lot of unan-
swered questions out there, and I am 
hopeful that this House will work in a 
thoughtful, bipartisan way to answer 
them. I look forward to a good strong 
debate, a debate that begins to address 
some of those questions. Again, I sup-
port this modified open rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time.

b 1045 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
DREIER), the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Rules. 

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend for yielding me time, and I 
rise in strong support of this rule. 

Mr. Speaker, we are dealing with, ob-
viously, a very difficult situation when 
it comes to the American people who 
travel by air. On July 4 at Los Angeles 
International Airport, the area near 
where I represent, we saw a tragic 
shooting take place at the El Al ter-
minal. We, of course, have for literally 
decades seen the hijacking of aircraft, 
and the greatest change, of course, 
took place when the definition of hi-
jacking changed on September 11. It 
changed from simply having an aircraft 
commandeered and taken to another 
spot, to having aircraft used as weap-
ons. It was obviously a horrible time 
for us. 

Since September 11, we have spent a 
great deal of time trying to figure out 
exactly what steps we can take, and I 
believe it is very apparent that we have 
taken positive steps that have dramati-
cally improved the security concerns 
that exist for the traveling public. 

This proposal that we are going to 
deal with today, and I would like to 
praise the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
MICA) and the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) who made an 
excellent presentation before our Com-
mittee on Rules yesterday, this pro-
posal is one which is not by any stretch 
of the imagination a panacea to the 
challenges that exist when it comes to 
safety for those traveling. But it is, I 
believe, one step towards increasing 
the safety level. 

The gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
OBERSTAR) in his testimony before the 
Committee on Rules yesterday talked 
about the fact that we wanted to ulti-
mately get to the point where these pi-
lots do not have to carry weapons, but 
allowing them to have the opportunity 
to do that at this point, when we do 
not have all of the safety measures put 
into place on aircraft, is clearly a cor-
rect step. So at the end of the day 
there will be many other things that 
are going to be done. 

Increasing the safety of the cockpit 
itself is something we are working on 
doing, and other steps. But we cannot 
let the terrorists succeed in preventing 
the free flow of the American people 

around this country or people around 
the world. So that is why this step is a 
positive one. 

We have offered a modified open rule 
which simply had the prefiling require-
ment for amendments, and we will now 
be in a position where we can have a 
free-flowing debate and pass what I 
think is a very important step to deal 
with a very, very serious situation.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. DEFAZIO), a member of the 
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. 

There is, as the gentleman preceding 
me in the well said, an ongoing threat. 
In fact, there are threats to all facets 
of transportation, and we cannot ig-
nore one in favor of another. Unfortu-
nately, we do not have that luxury. But 
in the case of aviation, I do believe 
there is an ongoing threat. It may not 
be the commandeering of aircraft and 
their use as weapons of mass destruc-
tion again. It may be more the threat 
of explosive devices, either individual 
or baggage or freight carried. 

But we cannot ignore the fact that 
our planes were commandeered, that 
innocent people were slaughtered and 
civilian airliners were used as weapons 
of mass destruction; and we have not 
yet totally assured that that cannot 
happen again. 

The flight decks are still vulnerable. 
On the flight I took on Monday, I just 
watched on my watch, they had a par-
ticularly lackadaisical pilot and flight 
crew; they left the door to the flight 
deck open for 15 minutes during one 
cross-country flight, while the flight 
attendant, who has not yet had any 
training from United Airlines, stood 
menacingly behind the food cart to 
ward off any attempts to overtake the 
flight deck. That is not real security. 

The issue before the House today will 
be of arming pilots. Now, either we as-
sess that there is a credible threat, or 
there is not. If there is a credible 
threat, the base bill before us today 
makes little sense. It would say that 
no more than 2 percent of the pilots 
might be armed, trained and armed; no 
more than 2 percent. Given pilots’ 
flight schedules, that means on a daily 
basis less than three-fourths of 1 per-
cent of pilots might be armed. 

Now, if I was a terrorist intent on 
taking over a plane and causing mur-
der and mass destruction, odds of 99-
point-something to 1 would seem pret-
ty good to me that there was not a 
weapon on that plane. I do not think 
that is enough. Why? If there is a 
threat and if it is good enough for 2 
percent of the pilots, why not all of the 
pilots? 

So I will be joining with the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
NETHERCUTT) and others to offer an 
amendment today to not cap the pro-
gram, to allow any pilot who wishes to 
volunteer, who is qualified, who can 
successfully complete the training and 
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qualifications, to be armed properly 
onboard planes. 

Remember, this is the last point of 
defense. The standing orders of the 
Armed Forces of the United States are 
if a plane has been commandeered, if it 
is diverted toward a city, it is to be 
shot down. Now, you say there is risk 
with guns on the flight deck. That is 
true. But I will tell you, if I was sitting 
up there strapped in my seat, watching 
people commandeer a plane, at first I 
would try to stop them, but if they did 
take it over, I would much rather the 
pilot have the option to defend the 
flight deck than the United States Air 
Force having the option of taking that 
plane down. So I believe people should 
support that amendment. 

There also should be an amendment 
today, although I believe now it is not 
going to be offered, but to mandate 
that the FAA stop dragging its feet, 
the TSA, and train adequately all the 
flight crews, including the flight at-
tendants. 

There is this attitude over at the 
FAA bureaucracy and the TSA of ‘‘ma-
nana.’’ We do not yet have the armored 
flight deck doors approved. Ultimately, 
we should be moving toward a redesign 
of the airplane where the pilots are up 
there with a lav, with food service, be-
hind an armored flight deck door, like 
on El Al; and on El Al they do not arm 
the pilots anymore because they are in 
an invulnerable spot. 

But you are still going to have the 
flight attendants back there with the 
passengers. The flight attendants need 
proper training. They need coordina-
tion training to deal with air marshals, 
to deal with the flight crews up on the 
flight deck. They also need some self-
defense training. 

It has been suggested that the air-
lines should do that sometime in the 
next 15 or 20 years. But, you know, it 
costs a little bit of money to train peo-
ple, and you divert people from their 
schedules and you have got to pay 
them their salaries, so the airlines are 
not really very interested in doing 
that. 

We need to mandate that much more 
assertively in this legislation. We 
thought we mandated it in legislation 
we passed last November, but it is 
being ignored by a number of the air-
lines and by the bureaucrats. We need 
to do better today.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. BOOZMAN). 

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. 

As a member of the Subcommittee on 
Aviation, I rise in strong support of the 
rule and of the Arming Pilots Against 
Terrorism Act. The modified open rule 
provides for an equal debate on this 
fair and balanced legislation. 

I would like to commend the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Chairman Young) 
and the gentleman from Florida 
(Chairman Mica) for introducing the 
Arming Pilots Against Terrorism Act. 
With the input of the gentleman from 

Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI), I 
think we have come up with some very 
responsible legislation that establishes 
a pilot program for deputizing pilots to 
carry guns in the cockpit. 

We have made great strides since 9–11 
to ensure that air travel is safe from 
terrorists. However, we are years from 
equipping all planes with reinforced 
cockpit doors, and currently we do not 
have air marshals on every flight. 

H.R. 4635 provides a strong layer of 
security and an important last line of 
defense against terrorist hijackings. It 
allows qualified pilots to volunteer to 
carry guns and to use deadly force to 
defend the cockpit against terrorist hi-
jackings. Passengers entrust pilots 
with their lives every time they board 
a plane. In addition, many pilots have 
a law enforcement or military back-
ground and have experience with fire-
arms. 

Mr. Speaker, the terrorist threat is 
real and our aviation system is still 
vulnerable to attacks. The bill, as it 
stands, is the result of a bipartisan 
compromise which the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure 
worked very hard to produce. I encour-
age my colleagues to support the rule 
and vote yes on H.R. 4635. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. CLEMENT), an effective 
member of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, who has 
been very much involved in this issue. 

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to congratulate the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) on 
being the new member of the Com-
mittee on Rules. I know Mr. Moakley 
would be most pleased that you are on 
there, and you definitely deserve it. 

Mr. Speaker, I stand as a senior 
member of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure in strong 
support of the rule as well as the bill. 
I want to congratulate the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) and the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Chairman Young), 
along with the gentleman from Florida 
(Chairman Mica) and the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. LIPINSKI), for their leadership and 
cooperation on this most important 
bill. The manager’s amendment to H.R. 
4635, the Arming Pilots Against Ter-
rorism Act, is a testimony to the abil-
ity of both sides of our committee to 
find common ground and work together 
to address the concerns on all sides of 
this issue. 

I want to briefly voice my strong 
support for the manager’s amendment 
to H.R. 4635. Immediately following the 
attacks of September 11, which none of 
us will ever forget, I voiced my inten-
tion to provide qualified pilots the 
right to carry firearms in the cockpit. 
I believe that pilots must have the vol-
untary right to arm themselves to en-
sure the safety and security of their 
passengers and the aviation system. 
The manager’s amendment to H.R. 4635 

does just that, by allowing carefully 
screened, properly trained and 
equipped airline pilots to be commis-
sioned as Federal law enforcement offi-
cers and to carry firearms for flight 
deck defense. 

The American people trust the pilots 
of our Nation’s airlines to safely trans-
port them to their destination. I think 
they also trust them to carry firearms 
for domestic flights to help guarantee 
their safety. This bill sets up a 2-year 
test program that will deputize ap-
proximately 2,000 pilots following the 
completion of training set forth by the 
Transportation Security Administra-
tion. 

While I would like to see that any el-
igible pilot who wants to be trained to 
carry a weapon in the cockpit is al-
lowed to do so, I recognize that the 
compromise before us represents a 
thoughtful middle ground that will 
both enhance security and ensure a 
workable program. Voluntarily arming 
our pilots will give us a new last line of 
defense against hijackers and terror-
ists, and I hope that my colleagues will 
join me in supporting the manager’s 
amendment to H.R. 4635. 

I want to say to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MICA), he has been out-
standing on this and was vocal from 
the first day when the Bush Adminis-
tration would not cooperate, would not 
support any consideration of firearms 
in the cockpit. We have just got to 
have common sense and good judgment 
prevail, whether it is on this issue or 
whether it is on screening, because we 
hear a lot of talk these days from pas-
sengers that fly all across this country 
and worldwide, and they are still very 
concerned that we are not back to nor-
mal, and we need to get back to normal 
as fast as we possibly can. Our econ-
omy is impacted by not getting back to 
normal. 

Yes, we are the one and only super-
power left on Earth. One of these days 
that probably will change; it will be 
the United States and China that will 
be the two great superpowers on Earth. 
Today, we are definitely a target, 
whether we like it or not. 

Yes, we have to take precautions. 
Yes, we have to make some adjust-
ments in our lives. But, yes, we can 
live normal lives as well. That is what 
we want to do in this legislation and 
that is so vitally important to us, be-
cause we do trust our pilots, because 
we trust them with our lives when we 
get on that airline, when we travel 
from pillar to post, all across the coun-
try.

b 1100 
So let us get behind this legislation, 

and let us support this legislation in 
order for it to pass, in order for it to be 
sent to the President and signed into 
law. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MICA), the distinguished chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Aviation 
of the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 
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Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 

the gentleman yielding me this time. 
We do have before us the question of 

passing a rule and then going on to de-
bating the question of allowing pilots 
to defend themselves. 

First, I would like to speak in favor 
of the rule. I think this is a fair rule. 
We have tried to approach this issue in 
a fair manner to give both those on the 
subcommittee and the gentleman from 
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and the full com-
mittee, everyone, fair and equal oppor-
tunity to look at the situation, to con-
tribute to the legislation, and to try to 
improve safety and security for the fly-
ing public. 

Now, why are we here and why are we 
debating today? We are here because 
we are representatives of the people. 
We are here because the most terrible 
attack in the history of the United 
States took place against our Nation 
and our people on September 11. We are 
here because as representatives of the 
people, we have one responsibility as a 
primary responsibility, and that is to 
ensure our national security, our do-
mestic security, and the personal secu-
rity of every American citizen. We rep-
resent the people. We come here and we 
learn the facts dealing with security 
issues, and we have a responsibility to 
set the laws. 

Now, we have heard that there may 
be some amendments offered here 
today, and there will be, and they need 
to be openly and fairly debated, and 
this rule gives that ability. Everyone 
will have their say. It is my hope that 
the end product will be something that 
can ensure the safety and security of 
the flying public. It can make each of 
us, whether we get on a plane individ-
ually or our family or our children or 
our friends, and know that they are se-
cure. 

Would I like to have different meas-
ures in place? Yes, I would. Would I 
like to have every pilot have the abil-
ity to defend himself or herself in the 
cockpit, the crew, the passengers, and 
the aircraft? Yes, I would. But this is a 
compromise, and this body is a body of 
compromise. We come from all over the 
Nation with different ideas and dif-
ferent opinions, and we meld them to-
gether here, again, hopefully in unity 
to do the best job possible to protect 
the American people. So that is what 
we hope to achieve today. 

We have heard that there has been 
some opposition in the past from some 
in the administration, some bureau-
crats. Well, bureaucrats set the rules. 
We set the policy and the laws, and we 
will today begin formulating the law 
based on what we know. We know that 
we are particularly vulnerable at this 
time of transition. We have taken an 
all-private aviation sector and airline-
run security system into a federalized 
system, and it will be several years be-
fore we have all of the security meas-
ures we would like to see in place. So 
this is an interim measure; it is a back-
up measure. But again, we will have 
the opportunity to debate. 

Now, I will say in closing here, I have 
agreed in a bipartisan fashion with the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR) and the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. LIPINSKI), the ranking members of 
the full committee and the sub-
committee, to oppose any of the 
amendments that we do not all agree 
upon, and I think that is a gentleman’s 
commitment that I will keep through-
out this debate. There are some good 
amendments. There are some amend-
ments I would personally favor, but I 
will oppose them. 

Again, this is a fair rule and an open 
rule, and I urge the adoption of the 
rule. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

I certainly want to thank our own 
ranking member, the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR); and I very 
much want to thank the gentleman 
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), the chair-
man of the full committee, and the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI), 
the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Aviation, because they 
have worked very well together to get 
a bill that was much improved. 

I regret that I must, nevertheless, op-
pose the underlying bill. I think I am 
in good company. I would say it is top-
down company. It begins with the 
President of the United States and goes 
to the Secretary of Transportation, Mr. 
Mineta, the Secretary of the Transpor-
tation Security Agency, Mr. Magaw, 
and then to the flight attendants, and 
on and on it goes. 

What do these experts know that we 
do not know? Or should we not be ask-
ing ourselves this morning, What is it 
that we do not want to know? We are 
rushing to the security blanket of guns 
in the cockpit that could do more harm 
than good, and that is the test. As 
transparent as it seems, will guns in 
the cockpit do more harm than good? 
Which is worse, guns or no guns? Why 
is it that every European nation, every 
nation in the world has decided to dis-
arm its pilots? For me, the ultimate 
example is El Al, which disarms its pi-
lots, but faces risks I hope we shall 
never look in the face. 

Now, I could support this bill if it fol-
lowed the El Al example. El Al, in fact, 
armed its pilots until it had put every 
single safeguard in place: locked cock-
pits, and everything on the ground that 
they needed to have done. And then 
what did El Al do? It disarmed its pi-
lots. 

Now, if this bill had a provision in it 
that said, our pilots will be disarmed 
when A, B, C, D and E go into effect, I 
could support this bill. 

They disarmed their pilots, and ev-
erybody but us does so, because of the 
cost-benefit equation, and that is how 
policy should be made. Gun turmoil in 
the cockpit while keeping the plane 

flying, every nation in the world has 
concluded does more harm than good. 
One could prevail with the gun, but 
shoot the computer and still take the 
plane down. 

The armed pilot, we are being told, is 
the last resort. According to everybody 
who knows, every nation who has had 
experience, every expert in our own 
government, the armed pilot is a very 
dangerous resort that risks passengers 
and planes. 

We asked for a study of nonlethal 
weapons. That is not even in yet. We 
are hopping over that study to arm pi-
lots. 

I appreciate the work that has been 
done. I respectfully disagree.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. DUNCAN), the former chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Aviation 
and now the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Water Resources and En-
vironment. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I want, 
first of all, to thank the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. REYNOLDS), my 
good friend, for yielding me this time. 
I rise today in strong support of the 
Arming Pilots Against Terrorism Act 
and the rule that brings this bill to the 
floor. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), the chair-
man of the full committee; and the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA), the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Aviation; and the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the ranking 
member of the full committee; and the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI), 
the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Aviation, for bringing 
this very reasonable and very moderate 
bill and this pilot program to the floor 
of this House. 

The Boston Herald editorialized 
about this and said, ‘‘No one is pro-
posing that a pilot be required to carry 
a gun, only that he or she have the op-
tion. There is probably no more profes-
sionally responsible group of people in 
America than airline pilots.’’ 

They went on to say, ‘‘If pilots will 
be reassured, if they will gain a little 
more confidence on the job from hav-
ing a last-ditch defense before an F–16 
shoots down the plane and kills every-
body anyway, they should be allowed 
to carry arms. A large fraction have 
military backgrounds and will need lit-
tle training.’’ 

The Wall Street Journal editorialized 
about this issue and said, ‘‘Arming pi-
lots is an important security measure. 
Federal air marshals will never be able 
to protect more than a small fraction 
of flights. It shouldn’t take another 
disaster before we get serious about 
keeping hijackers out of the cockpit.’’ 

The Chicago Tribune said, ‘‘The chief 
value of an armed pilot is to deter ter-
rorists from getting on the plane in the 
first place. Even if they could get 
weapons past security, overcome air 
marshals, flight attendants, and pas-
sengers, and penetrate the cockpit 
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door, they would then find themselves 
staring down the barrel of a gun. That 
prospect would create a powerful incen-
tive for terrorists to give up on the 
idea entirely.’’ 

As we all know, the tragedies of Sep-
tember 11 have dramatically changed 
the way we look at aviation security. 
Now, more than ever, we need to make 
sure that we are doing everything we 
possibly can to protect the flying pub-
lic. Mr. Speaker, I believe that includes 
arming pilots. 

We passed the aviation security bill, 
and we did a lot through that legisla-
tion. This act will establish a pilot pro-
gram that will allow only about 2 per-
cent of the pilot workforce, about 1,400 
pilots, to have guns in the cockpit. 

I would just conclude, Mr. Speaker, 
by saying that these volunteer pilots 
would be trained by the Transportation 
Security Administration and would go 
through training similar to that of 
Federal air marshals. 

I wish this bill could allow more than 
2 percent of the pilots to participate, 
but I am glad to see this legislation at 
least moving forward. This is some-
thing that a majority of my constitu-
ents support as well as every pilots as-
sociation group, and I think this Arm-
ing Pilots Against Terrorism Act will 
go a long way in protecting the Amer-
ican people by deterring terrorists and 
preventing future tragedies. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge that all 
of my colleagues support this very im-
portant legislation.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, we 
have had the privilege of hearing from 
two subcommittee chairmen, and I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), the chairmen of 
the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. REYNOLDS) for his efforts and the 
Committee on Rules to bring forth a 
good rule, because really that is what 
we are supposed to be talking about. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to bring up 
a couple of points. Number one, when I 
originally sponsored this legislation, it 
is what I would like to have had adopt-
ed. There has been again this consulta-
tion, some agreements made, and I will 
oppose the amendments that will be of-
fered, knowing full well that many of 
those amendments have great merit. 
But this is a small step forward, and it 
really should have been done a long 
time ago. 

I would just like to ask my col-
leagues to think a moment. Do we real-
ly think that 9–11 would have happened 
if our pilots had been armed as they 
should have been armed, as they were 
armed in 1984? Do we think that those 
terrorists would have had a chance if 
they knew those pilots would have 
been armed and the pilots were trained, 
as they are under this bill, in knowing 
how to respond in case of an attack on 
the cockpit? Do we think for a second 

that the tragedy that occurred on 9–11 
would have been a reality as it is 
today? 

Now, I have heard people tell me, 
well, once we get all of the safety pro-
grams in place at the airports, we will 
not need to have an armed pilot. The 
captain of that ship is still responsible 
for the ship and his passengers, just as 
under maritime law, and I am one of 
those. Our duty is to protect the pas-
sengers, our cargo, and to maintain 
control of the ship at all times. The 
only way we can do that is make sure 
they are armed adequately to defend 
themselves and their passengers and 
their cargo against those who would 
take it away from them, such as a mu-
tiny or a terrorist attack. 

I suggest respectfully to those that 
oppose this legislation and those who 
say it is not necessary are not looking 
at the reality. We are not El Al. We 
are, in fact, having 20 million flights a 
day or a year take off from our air-
ports. That is much more, it is much 
more than any other country. We are a 
nation of air travel. I think it is very, 
very important that we recognize that 
and pass this legislation and make sure 
that the President, the other body, and 
all of those involved in this understand 
that this is a final step to make sure 
that when I get on that airplane I will 
arrive safely at my destination, even if 
there is an attempt to take that air-
plane, because I know that pilot will 
have the ability to defend that cockpit 
and make my trip safer. That is what 
we are trying to do here today. It is a 
right, it is a necessity, it is what we 
should be doing on this floor for our 
flying people. It is important today to 
make sure we pass this legislation. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. WILSON). 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, it is a great honor for me to 
be able to be here today. I want to 
commend the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, the gentleman from Alaska 
(Mr. YOUNG), for his leadership in hav-
ing this bill presented to us today. I 
want to give the experience of State 
level, in that I was only elected in De-
cember, and I had previously served in 
the State senate of South Carolina. I 
had been the floor leader for the con-
cealed weapons bill in South Carolina, 
which provided that persons who were 
trained, law-abiding citizens, could 
carry weapons in public places.
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The effect of that over the last 8 
years has been a reduction in crime. 
We have had tens of thousands of peo-
ple who qualified to be able to carry 
weapons, and the effect has been to re-
duce crime. This bill will have the 
same effect; that is, it will reduce the 
hijacking potential at all times. 

Of course, a lot of people will be con-
cerned that maybe it will be a shootout 
at the O.K. Corral. That was what was 
stated about what occurred in South 

Carolina. It did not happen. Even the 
fiercest opponents of the concealed 
weapons bill now recognize that this 
was a positive move, one that reduced 
crime. 

I again want to commend the chair-
man and also the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. REYNOLDS) for his leader-
ship, and the gentleman from Florida 
(Chairman Mica) for his leadership. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. LIPINSKI), the ranking mem-
ber on the Subcommittee on Aviation 
on the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
Committee on Rules for this very, very 
good rule dealing with this important 
piece of legislation. I sincerely appre-
ciate it, and I am sure so does the 
chairman of the full committee, the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR). Also, the Committee on Rules 
has given us just about what we would 
like. 

I also would like to put on the record 
that the Republican leadership of the 
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure, the gentleman from Alas-
ka (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MICA), have really 
gone out of their way to craft a bill 
that is really bipartisan. I appreciate 
that very much, and I am sure the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) 
does also. 

This is a bill that is, as is often said, 
finely crafted, and because of that, it is 
necessary for the leadership of the 
committee on both sides of the aisle to 
oppose any amendment that will break 
that finely crafted balance. 

But I think it is a very good rule. I 
appreciate what the leadership of the 
committee on the Republican side has 
done to accommodate us on the Demo-
cratic side, and I have to say that even 
though I am happy to see that we have 
a number of amendments that will be 
presented, because I think they are 
very well-intentioned amendments, I 
will have to oppose each and every one 
of them. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to just 
again say that I expect we will have a 
good debate on this bill today. I am not 
sure what the fate of this measure will 
be once it passes the House, and I am 
not sure what the other body will do, 
whether it will take action on this, or 
even what the Bush administration 
would ultimately do if this were put on 
the President’s desk. 

But I would just hope that as we de-
bate this that we will all be committed 
to urging the administration to move 
as aggressively as possible in imple-
menting some of the other measures 
that have been passed and supported by 
this House and by the other body. 

For instance, cockpit doors need to 
be permanently strengthened. The air 
marshal program is not yet fully 
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staffed, and training is not yet com-
plete. Baggage screening procedures 
are still being worked out. There are 
other studies about ways to protect the 
cockpit and the flight crew. All these 
things need to be moved on aggres-
sively, and I hope all of us will join to-
gether and urge the administration to 
move as expeditiously as possible, and 
certainly with greater speed than has 
been demonstrated up to this point. 

Having said that, I support the rule, 
Mr. Speaker, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation rep-
resents the best of what our govern-
ment is about, bipartisan coalitions 
working together not only to produce 
legislation, but to revisit issues that 
can be enhanced or improved as need 
be. 

America is slowly regaining its con-
fidence in traveling, in large part be-
cause of the swift action this Congress 
took last fall in the aftermath of Sep-
tember 11. But our work is not done. It 
is incumbent upon us to continue doing 
everything in our power to make sure 
that travel by any means, but espe-
cially by air, is as safe and secure as 
possible. Safe travel must include de-
fenses on both the ground and in the 
air. Our vigilance today will provide a 
final layer of defense against terrorism 
in the skies and, more importantly, 
peace of mind for America. 

I urge a yes vote on this rule and the 
underlying legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

REYNOLDS). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 472 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 4635. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4635) to 
amend title 49, United States Code, to 
establish a program for Federal flight 
deck officers, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. LAHOOD in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI) each will 
control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG). 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, our Nation is stronger and better 
prepared today than on September 11. 
We have enacted numerous reforms 
which will make a repeat of last year’s 
terrorist attack highly unlikely. 

However, no system is perfect. We 
must remain vigilant in the face of the 
constantly evolving threat of ter-
rorism. We are fighting an often invis-
ible enemy, an enemy that appears to 
be preparing and training for addi-
tional terrorist attacks, and an enemy 
that seeks to obtain the most dan-
gerous and deadly weapons to use 
against America. 

This bill, H.R. 4635, will provide one 
last line of defense against terrorist hi-
jackings. It will allow qualified pilots 
to volunteer to carry guns to use dead-
ly force to defend the cockpit against 
terrorist hijackings. The pilots are al-
ready entrusted with the lives of every 
passenger on the airplane. Many of 
them have a law enforcement or mili-
tary background and have experience 
with firearms. 

The administration has been unwill-
ing to act on this important matter, so 
I believe Congress must do so. The bill 
as it stands is the result of a bipartisan 
compromise. I believe it is one of the 
most important security issues we face 
today. I urge my colleagues to support 
this bill, and send a message with a 
strong bipartisan vote today. 

There will be amendments, and the 
agreement has been put forth, so I will 
oppose all of the amendments. Al-
though my original bill had many of 
those parts of the amendments to be 
offered, this is a bipartisan effort to 
try to get a bill to the Senate, the 
other body, and on to the President’s 
desk. 

Mr. Chairman, I heard in the debate 
on the rule that someone said the 
President probably will not sign this. I 
say he will sign it, because when people 
look at the logic of what we are trying 
to do today of arming the pilot, the 
captain of that ship, to defend that 
ship and his passengers against the ter-
rorists, I think he will say that this 
has great wisdom. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this legislation. I want to say that I 
thank first of all the ranking minority 
member of the full committee, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), for all the hard work that he put 
in, together with the chairman of the 
full committee and the chairman of the 
subcommittee, the gentleman from 
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MICA), for the work 
that they put in to craft a truly bipar-
tisan piece of legislation. 

As I mentioned earlier when I was 
speaking on the rule, I sincerely appre-
ciate the degree of cooperation that we 

received, both from the gentleman 
from Alaska (Chairman YOUNG) and the 
gentleman from Florida (Chairman 
MICA). I think they went out of their 
way to bring this bill to the floor in a 
manner that can be supported by the 
overwhelming majority of both the 
Democrats and the Republicans on the 
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

Mr. Chairman, when this issue of 
arming pilots came up after the hor-
rific September 11 attacks, there was 
considerable debate on both sides of 
the aisle as to whether or not we 
should allow pilots to be armed. The 
Aviation Transportation Security Act 
of 2001, which we passed in November of 
2001, left a decision on lethal or non-
lethal weapons in cockpits up to the 
Transportation Security Administra-
tion and the airlines by which the re-
spective pilots are employed. 

However, in May of 2002, the TSA de-
cided against arming pilots with lethal 
weapons. About the same time, there 
was a movement within the pilots’ 
union and the committee leadership on 
the other side of the aisle to force the 
TSA’s hand and allow pilots to volun-
tarily arm themselves. 

However, at a congressional hearing 
on the subject in May, many questions 
arose as to exactly how to arm the pi-
lots. Subsequent conversation with the 
pilots’ union brought forth the same 
questions, questions such as: Has there 
been full testing of bullets being fired 
in the cockpit and in the cabin to de-
termine what damage might be done to 
the fuselage and the cockpit? Have 
there been simulated tests of where to 
best place and store the guns in or out 
of the cockpit so as to ensure that ter-
rorists do not gain control of these 
weapons? 

I and others believe that these and 
many other questions should be an-
swered before we authorize pilots to 
carry guns in the cockpit. Subse-
quently, that is how we came to craft a 
pilot program that would answer these 
questions, and after a 2-year period of 
testing and evaluation, the decision 
would be made whether to terminate 
the program or open it up to all quali-
fied pilots. Then all the pilots who vol-
unteer can be better trained and pre-
pared for any threat that might come 
their way. 

What we all agree on in this body is 
that we should make airplanes safe and 
secure, and we do not want to put pas-
sengers in more danger, or to make 
weapons accessible to terrorists. This 
process of testing and evaluation be-
fore authorizing all pilots to carry 
guns in the cockpit will ensure just 
that. 

Today, some amendments will be of-
fered with good intentions of making 
the airplanes safe and secure. However, 
other than the manager’s amendment, 
which the committee leadership has 
crafted to improve the measure, I will 
oppose all amendments that will tilt 
this carefully balanced compromise 
that we reached in the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 
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In closing, again, I wish to thank the 

gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the gentleman from Alaska 
(Chairman YOUNG), and the gentleman 
from Florida (Chairman MICA), for 
their work on this measure. 

I would also like to thank all Mem-
bers from my side of the aisle on the 
Subcommittee on Aviation for their 
contributions to the discussion, debate, 
and crafting of this measure. Hope-
fully, as the bill moves along with an 
open and fair process that includes ev-
eryone’s input, we will send to the 
President’s desk the best possible 
measure that will make our skies safer 
in the future. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MICA), the chairman of the sub-
committee, who has done an out-
standing job on this piece of legisla-
tion. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, allowing pilots to de-
fend themselves and their passengers, 
their aircraft, is absolutely funda-
mental to the safety and security of 
our aviation system in this Nation. Un-
fortunately, the United States of 
America faces a new and changing 
threat unlike anything we have ever 
experienced before. That is the threat 
of global terrorism. This threat will 
exist, unfortunately, for a long time, 
and we must take absolutely every ac-
tion to protect America against those 
who would seek to kill innocent citi-
zens. 

Since September 11, we have enacted 
some sweeping security reforms. We 
have created a new Federal agency 
with unprecedented authority in trans-
portation security measures. We have 
also been in the process of deploying 
Federal air marshals, federalizing our 
screener work force, mandating that 
all bags undergo explosive checks, and 
also requiring reinforcement of cockpit 
doors. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, we do 
know that many of these reforms will 
not be in place for some time to come.
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We know it will be impossible to 
place air marshals on all of the at-risk 
flights. Full cockpit doors security 
conversions will not be complete until 
sometime, I believe, late in the year 
2003. And what is most disturbing, and 
we have seen this behind closed doors 
and now revealed in the media in the 
last few days, weapons are still getting 
through airport security. 

This is the headline from July 1: 
‘‘Airport Security Failures Persist.’’ A 
recent test by the TSA revealed that 
screeners failed to detect weapons 
nearly 25 percent of the time at our 
busiest airports. In fact, we found at 
our three major airports in the country 
screeners failed to detect potentially 
dangerous items in at least half of the 

tests. At a fourth location, and that 
happened to be Los Angeles Inter-
national Airport which has also been in 
the news, the results were not much 
better. The failure rate there was 41 
percent. 

We know it is impossible again to 
protect ourselves with either a private 
workforce or a fully federalized screen-
er workforce to catch all of these weap-
ons and potentially dangerous items. 
And there is strong evidence to suggest 
that even more terrorist cells have 
been trained to take over commercial 
aircraft. At our subcommittee hearing, 
we showed these photographs, satellite 
photographs, of training camps. We 
know that terrorists are being trained 
to use both lethal and nonlethal meth-
ods of taking over aircraft, so the 
threat of another 9–11-type hijacking 
is, in fact, real. 

NORAD, the North American De-
fense, has a standing order to shoot 
down any plane under the control of hi-
jackers and that gives us the possi-
bility of killing hundreds of innocent 
passengers to prevent a plane from 
being used as a weapon. I ask you, is 
that the only line of defense we should 
have? I strongly believe that under 
these circumstances armed, trained 
and qualified pilots who volunteer is, 
in fact, a necessary step towards ensur-
ing the safety and security of the fly-
ing public. 

Nothing, my colleagues, can provide 
a greater deterrence or effectiveness 
than having a weapon wielded by a 
highly trained individual, especially if 
we have the potential of armed terror-
ists taking over a plane, as we know 
they are being trained for. 

Pilots have had the ability to arm 
themselves in less dangerous times. A 
photo has been provided to me by an 
individual who has a record here, pho-
tographic record of actual property of 
United Airlines, a gun that was issued 
by airlines in the past. So pilots have 
had the ability in much less dangerous 
times of arming themselves. In fact, 
they were even supplied these weapons, 
as we can see, by the airlines. So we 
have a situation where pilots are al-
most unanimous in asking for the abil-
ity to once again defend themselves, 
their passengers and their aircraft. 
There is no one that has more experi-
ence or no one that sees our aviation 
security shortfalls more on a daily 
basis than a pilot. Each day they see 
how the weaknesses of the system 
exist, and they are asking that they be 
allowed to arm themselves. Congress 
has a responsibility today to hear their 
plea in this important matter. 

I believe this is one of the most vital 
issues we have as far as aviation secu-
rity in the United States, and I ask for 
support of all colleagues today. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I now 
turn over the management of the time 
on our side to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the ranking 
member of the full committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Minnesota will 
control the balance of the time. 

There was no objection.
Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, initially when this 
legislation was introduced and the idea 
proposed of arming the flight deck 
crew, I was very much opposed to the 
idea. I just felt this was not a good 
idea, that the flight deck crew under 
any circumstances ought to be paying 
its full attention to the very complex 
job of managing and integrating sys-
tems in the flight deck and managing 
the flight itself, a full-time job. You 
should not have to be distracted by the 
details of worrying about a gun and 
where it is going to be and how it is 
going to be used and under what cir-
cumstances. 

But, as I discussed the matter further 
with the chairman of the full com-
mittee and the chairman of the sub-
committee and the ranking member on 
our side, the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. LIPINSKI), and with the Airline Pi-
lots Association and with individual pi-
lots, I came to be persuaded that the 
case was being made that under the 
current circumstances of an incom-
plete aviation security system that the 
appeal for arms in the flight deck had 
at least some limited viability and an 
underlying rationale. 

And that rationale is that not all of 
the protective measures that we have 
authorized in the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration Act of last fall 
have been fully implemented. We do 
not yet have explosive detection sys-
tems deployed at all commercial air-
ports. The trace technology for a 
backup system, a supplemental system 
of detecting explosives in checked lug-
gage and carry-on luggage, is in its 
testing phase. It has not yet been au-
thorized for full deployment. 

We did not have positive passenger 
bag match for all checked luggage. We 
do not have deployment of the Federal 
security screener workforce at all secu-
rity checkpoints at the Nation’s air-
ports. We do not yet have a biometrics 
system for frequent fliers or for detec-
tion of terrorists known to our intel-
ligence systems. We do not yet have a 
program of training the cabin crew on-
board aircraft against terrorist ac-
tions. 

And furthermore, the pilots have said 
that in the ordinary course of events, 
the pilot in command and the first offi-
cer flying side by side, on the weekends 
that first officer is likely a member of 
the National Guard or Reserve and will 
be having flying duty on the weekend 
and could be ordered by the President 
of the United States under an execu-
tive order issued lasted year to NORAD 
to scramble military jets and shoot 
down that very aircraft that during the 
week the pilot now flying for the Na-
tional Guard was co-pilot on. 

The pilot said to me, I do not want to 
be in that position. I do not want the 
last resort to be U.S. National Guard 
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aircraft shooting down, or active mili-
tary aircraft, shooting down my air-
craft when I could be the force of last 
resort. That is a compelling argument. 

In the process we have worked to-
gether, and I appreciate the forbear-
ance of the Chair in the full committee 
and the participation of the Chair of 
the subcommittee, and particularly the 
splendid work that the ranking mem-
ber on our side, the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. LIPINSKI), has done bringing 
the Democratic Members of the sub-
committee and full committee to-
gether to discuss on numerous occa-
sions concerns with the bill and 
changes to that legislation which have 
now been incorporated, and I can say 
this truly is a bipartisan piece of legis-
lation. 

And amongst the most significant 
changes are that there will be training 
for the pilots, significant training, 
comparable to that for flight sky mar-
shals. There will be extensive review by 
the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration of the type of weapon to be 
used in the flight deck, not just any 
gun, but what type of gun, and more 
importantly, what type of bullet. Not 
all bullets are appropriate for the 
flight deck. For example, armor-pierc-
ing bullets. We would not want those 
to be used in the flight deck. 

Third, there will be testing done of 
an errant discharge into the control 
panel. I want to know what will hap-
pen, what will happen if the gun is ac-
cidentally discharged into the onboard 
computer, into the altimeter, into the 
glass cockpit of a 757, where all the 
controls are in one single panel; what 
will happen and how will you counter-
act the destabilization that will occur. 

Those questions have to be answered 
before you go ahead with this program. 
And under this legislation, those issues 
will be addressed and assessed and al-
ternative measures taken. 

We have also, I think, perhaps the 
most important factor for me is that 
instead of a permanent program from 
the outset, we have a true test. This is 
a 2-year initiative. At the end of that 
period of time, it will be up to the Sec-
retary of Transportation on the advice 
of the Under Secretary for the Trans-
portation Security Administration 
whether to go ahead and make this a 
permanent program. 

Now, if in the meantime the Depart-
ment of Transportation does what it is 
directed to do under the Transpor-
tation Security Act of 2001 and puts in 
place all of the other protective meas-
ures that I have already cited, positive 
passenger bag match, explosive detec-
tion systems, training of cabin crew 
and trace proves to be an effective 
technology and can be deployed and we 
have the security check points admin-
istered by Federal security crew and 
we have the strengthened flight deck 
doors that have been designed, not yet 
certified, hopefully will be and also 
being put in place, when all of those 
protective measures, the interlocking 
web of security is deployed, then guns 

will no longer be necessary in the 
flight deck. 

That has been the example of El Al, 
which initially armed flight crews, but 
after all the other protective measures 
were put in place and they were satis-
fied that a complex web of security was 
in place in the flight deck, then guns 
were removed; and that I think should 
be our example and our objective. 

The legislation we have crafted and 
which we bring to the floor today is, I 
believe, a balanced responsible measure 
that takes into consideration the con-
cerns of those who are in charge of the 
flight, the flight deck crew. 

I do not think that we should have 
any amendments to this legislation ei-
ther. We have gone about as far as I 
think we need to go. I think we have 
taken into account all the many con-
cerns expressed. It is a fair and bal-
anced bipartisan compromise, and I ap-
preciate the work that our colleagues 
have done on both sides of the aisle.

b 1145 

I particularly want to express my 
great appreciation to the gentleman 
from Illinois for his splendid work and 
the many hours of time put in on this 
legislation and also, again, to the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) 
for their cooperation throughout this 
very long process.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHU-
STER), an outstanding member of my 
committee. 

(Mr. SHUSTER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 4635. The safe-
ty of airplanes has been in the fore-
front of our committee’s work for the 
past 10 months, and I would like to 
commend the gentleman from Alaska 
(Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MICA), as well as the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) 
and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
LIPINSKI), the ranking members, for 
their dedication to making our skies 
safe. 

Since the tragedy of September 11, 
Congress has been dealing with the 
issue of security, and this Congress 
passed the Aviation and Transpor-
tation Security Act last year to re-
vamp the entire transportation secu-
rity system. 

Included in that security act was a 
provision allowing pilots to carry guns 
pending administration approval. Since 
the passage of the bill, the administra-
tion has been publicly conflicted on the 
issue and nothing has been done. If my 
colleagues examine the Aviation Secu-
rity Act they will notice that 99 per-
cent of the enhanced security provi-
sions are passive, from new x-ray ma-
chines to protective cockpit doors. 
Training flight crews on self-defense 

and allowing pilots to be armed are the 
only provisions that involve active de-
fense of the plane. 

The American public supports the 
arming of the cockpits, and addition-
ally, over 40,000 pilots have signed a pe-
tition to the President asking him to 
allow them to carry guns. In my opin-
ion, people realize that if a person can-
not get into the cockpit they cannot 
take control of the plane. 

I also hope today that we can im-
prove this bill by passing the Thune 
amendment, which will raise the cap of 
armed pilots from 2 percent to 10 per-
cent which will give greater peace of 
mind to the traveling public. 

Today’s debate should be about ac-
tive defense versus strictly passive de-
fense of a plane. I think it is time we 
allow the pilots to be the last line of 
defense of our planes rather than the 
current alternative, to shoot the plane 
out of the sky. 

H.R. 4635 is a positive step to protect 
our air transportation system. I en-
courage all of my colleagues to vote 
yes.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO). 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me the 
time. 

As the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. OBERSTAR) and others who have 
preceded me have said, we passed an 
excellent aviation security bill last No-
vember. Unfortunately, it is yet a work 
in progress. There are many incom-
plete measures, some of which are mov-
ing along with acceptable speed, others 
which are not. I am particularly con-
cerned about whether or not we can 
meet the deadlines for detecting explo-
sives and do believe this is a very real 
threat, including individually carried 
explosives similar to suicide belts; and 
we need to be adopting new measures 
to deal with that. 

The flight deck doors are of par-
ticular concern. The FAA is going 
along at its normal speed, which is 5, 
10, 15 years to certify a minor change 
to an aircraft, in terms of approving 
these long-designed armored flight 
deck doors which are in use by foreign 
airlines. 

Without those armored flight deck 
doors, flight decks are still vulnerable, 
including the vulnerability that will 
not even be accommodated then, which 
is to put them behind a door similar to 
El Al, which includes a lav and food 
service. 

On my cross-country flight on Mon-
day, I observed the door to be open for 
a total of more than 15 minutes, at one 
point for 8 minutes consecutively while 
the three people on the flight deck 
shuffled around to the bathroom, got a 
cup of coffee and shot the breeze with 
the flight attendant, who was standing 
menacingly behind the food cart to 
keep the terrorists from rushing the 
flight deck. That is not security. That 
is not decent security at all. 

The issue now comes to, what about 
this last line of defense? We have al-
ready heard about the standing orders 
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to shoot down civilian aircraft that 
have been commandeered. That would 
be a horrible, horrible thing, but poten-
tially less horrible than another guided 
attempt of using one of our civilian 
airliners as a weapon of mass destruc-
tion and killing thousands more on the 
ground. It should never get to that 
point. And when we fully implement 
the measures that we passed last No-
vember, it is improbable that someone 
will be able to access the airplane with 
sufficient weaponry to take it over. 
But until that is done, until we have 
the armored flight deck doors, I believe 
other measures are necessary, includ-
ing the arming of pilots. 

I am disturbed that President Bush is 
so strongly opposed to the arming of 
pilots. As a former part-time fighter 
pilot in the National Guard, he should 
certainly understand the gravity of the 
order that would be given to a full-time 
pilot or another National Guard pilot 
to shoot down a civilian aircraft that 
has been commandeered, and he should 
be appalled by that; and I cannot un-
derstand the President’s absolute ob-
jection to the arming of pilots. 

So I believe it is wise for the House 
to move forward and mandate that this 
go forward. I will, however, be sup-
porting an amendment to make the 
program available to all qualified pi-
lots who can qualify with the weapons 
and pass the training, including the 
other provisos about the testing of 
weaponry and the appropriateness of 
ammunition and things like that, be-
cause, to me, the issue here is, if the 
threat exists, why would we limit it to 
2 percent of the pilots, because if we 
limit it to 2 percent or less of pilots, 
and since his administration, the Presi-
dent does not want to arm these peo-
ple, we will expect they will move very 
slowly toward that 2 percent target. 
That would mean that on any given 
day less than 1 percent of the pilots in 
the air potentially would be armed as a 
last line of defense against a takeover. 

A terrorist might think odds of 99 to 
1 are pretty darn good. I would buy a 
lottery ticket if my odds of winning 
were 99 to 1. 

So we are going to offer an amend-
ment later with the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. NETHERCUTT) and oth-
ers to lift the cap and allow the admin-
istration to rethink its position and 
hopefully move ahead expeditiously 
with training with a much larger num-
ber of pilots, all those who volunteer. 
It would only be voluntary because 
some pilots do object to this procedure. 

So I look forward to a vigorous de-
bate over that amendment, but I cer-
tainly support the base bill. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HORN).

Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman for yielding me the time, 
and I rise to support H.R. 4635, the 
Arming Pilots Against Terrorism Act. 
I thank not only the gentleman from 
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) but also the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MICA), be-

cause they have put together a fine 
manager’s substitute. 

This legislation will allow us to give 
the flying public peace of mind and the 
knowledge that the pilots and flight at-
tendants aboard their commercial 
flights are prepared for challenges that 
the terrorists may present. 

I am a strong supporter of arming pi-
lots to defend the cockpit; and I appre-
ciate what has been done to help the 
first resisters, and this is the Nation’s 
flight attendants. I am pleased that the 
manager’s amendment addressed those 
needs for those that serve us aboard, 
before and after. 

As many of my colleagues know, I of-
fered an amendment at the full com-
mittee that sought to strengthen flight 
attendant training. I later withdrew 
my amendment with the good faith 
that a reasonable compromise would be 
reached, and that would benefit flight 
attendants. 

I commend the transportation leader-
ship for that amendment. It strength-
ens many of the flight attendant pro-
posals, and I am particularly pleased 
with the hands-on training, in making 
it mandatory. 

With many important provisions 
added in the manager’s amendment, I 
have decided against offering my 
amendment on the floor today. I have 
additional language which further 
strengthens flight attendant training, 
and I will offer these suggestions to the 
transportation committee leadership 
for consideration during a possible con-
ference with the Senate. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
4635. This important legislation will 
improve the safety of the flying public.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HONDA). 

Mr. HONDA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to express my steadfast opposi-
tion to H.R. 4635, legislation that would 
unnecessarily and unwisely introduce 
lethal weapons into an airplane’s ster-
ile environment. 

As we debate final passage of this 
bill, I remind my colleagues that the 
Congress considered this issue last No-
vember when it passed the Aviation 
and Transportation Security Act. 
Under that landmark aviation security 
legislation, a pilot of a commercial air 
carrier may carry an approved firearm 
while flying an aircraft if he or she re-
ceives approval from the Transpor-
tation Security Administrator or his or 
her employer. In other words, Congress 
deferred this critical decision to the 
experts who have since concluded that 
arming pilots may actually com-
promise aviation security and aviation 
safety. 

Our Nation’s security leaders, Home-
land Security Director Ridge, Trans-
portation Secretary Mineta and TSA 
Administrator John Magaw, have all 
made public statements signaling their 
opposition to arming pilots. Members 
who vote for final passage of this bill 
will vote to override the decision of 
those experts principally responsible 

for guaranteeing the security of air 
travel. 

I join these experts in expressing my 
fundamental opposition to arming pi-
lots, and I also oppose this particular 
bill because it mandates a pilot pro-
gram before the completion of the 
most basic studies on the introduction 
of guns into the cockpit. No real stud-
ies have been performed on the con-
sequences of an accidentally dis-
charged bullet on a cockpit’s com-
puters. No real studies have taken 
place to determine where a gun should 
be stored in flight and between flights. 
No real evaluation has been made as to 
how this added responsibility would 
impact TSA’s ability to meet signifi-
cant but important congressionally 
mandated deadlines to bolster aviation 
security. 

In proposing this legislation, the 
Congress is experimenting with the 
lives of the flying public, and further-
more, it is being careless with tax-
payers’ dollars. Under this legislation, 
armed pilots would be deputized by the 
Federal Government, exempting air-
lines and pilots from legal liability. 

Instead of giving pistols to pilots, let 
us keep our focus on the fundamentals 
of aviation security, hardening cockpit 
doors, screening all checked baggage, 
vetting passenger manifests, ensuring a 
validated workforce and deploying Fed-
eral security screeners. 

Let me conclude by reaffirming my 
utmost respect for our Nation’s airline 
pilots. Each day, they safely transport 
thousands of passengers to destinations 
all over the world. The job requires 
great expertise and great diligence, and 
my vote today is to vote to keep pilots 
focused on what they do best, on flying 
airplanes. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I would like to suggest to my good 
friend from California, the experts 
which he referred to do not know 
squat. I have 60,000 and over of pilots 
who want this legislation. Again, as a 
captain myself, I know how it feels not 
to be armed. As history will show us, 
the protection of the wheelhouse and 
the cockpit are vitally important. The 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) 
mentioned this. 

The reality is that now there is an 
order to shoot down the airplane. If 
there is a hijacking with passengers 
aboard, to me that is a ridiculous solu-
tion when it can be stopped at the 
cockpit. 

As was said before, this is nothing 
new. Until it became politically cor-
rect, the pilots armed themselves as 
they have done through history to de-
fend that cockpit and defend that plane 
and defend those passengers. And now 
we have experts. Who are they? A man 
that belonged to the ATF, an indi-
vidual very frankly that is being told 
very frankly what he should be saying. 
This is incorrect. 

This is my bill. This is a bill for the 
American people. This is a bill, in fact, 
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to defend those people that fly every 
day. By the captain of the ship, they 
are his responsibility. If there is an in-
fringement upon that cockpit by a ter-
rorist, he has a right to eliminate that 
individual, to defend his passengers. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM).

b 1200 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to reiterate what the chair-
man just spoke about. I have got over 
10,000 hours in military and civilian 
airplanes flying Lears, G–4s, every 
fighter that you can name. And I would 
tell my colleagues first of all it is hard 
enough to shoot down an enemy air-
plane with your psyche and if a pilot 
ever has to shoot down a civilian air-
plane, we ought to give that pilot a lot 
of support because not just during the 
act but after the act it will be very dif-
ficult for that individual. 

But I tell my colleagues that as a 
pilot myself with thousands of hours, if 
I was going aboard an airplane either 
as a passenger or a pilot, I would want 
several things. The massive security 
that the gentleman spoke about before, 
including INS, to make sure that peo-
ple are not available to do the bad 
things, but I would want the marshals. 
I would want a policy where airline 
hostesses are trained so that if an act 
takes place, then they are automati-
cally going to strap themselves down 
because if someone tries to get through 
that cockpit, a 757 will take about two 
negative G’s. I am going to put those 
guys on the top of the roof and try to 
break their necks and let them pick 
themselves up off the ground. But as a 
pilot, as in the Pennsylvania airplane, 
there is no pilot in the world that is 
going to take that airplane and fly it 
into a building. The bad guys are going 
to slit your throat and take over the 
airplane. And I want the Kevlar door. I 
want the marshals. But as a last line of 
defense to protect the passengers and 
myself, I would want to be armed. 

Not everybody should be armed, but 
up until 1987 pilots were armed. A large 
portion of our aviation pilots today are 
military men and women. I know Air 
Force and Navy aviators, and they 
need this type of legislation. I think it 
ought to be a much higher percentage. 
Up to 1987, over 70 percent of our pilots 
qualified to be armed. Mail aircraft 
hauling pilots were forced to carry a 
weapon up to this time, but as the 
chairman says, until political correct-
ness came to this Nation, our lives 
have been changed forever. Political 
correctness is going to get passengers 
and people killed. 

I highly and strongly recommend 
this legislation, and I thank the chair-
man for it. But I would also say that 
we need lethal and nonlethal ordnance 
on those aircraft to support, in my 
opinion; and we need to support the 
legislation, not only this legislation 
but future legislation to protect pas-
sengers and the airlines and restore the 

confidence so that our public will fly 
the airways.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD). 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. 
Chairman, I stand strongly supporting 
H.R. 4635, and I say this because the 
events of September 11 have caused us 
to pause and reassess our security in 
the Nation’s air travel. It has dras-
tically altered the way we do business, 
and henceforth U.S. policies on safety 
and security must reflect a heightened 
awareness and preparation. September 
11 events should keep us vigilant and 
aggressive in the development and de-
ployment of new technologies and pro-
cedures. 

Mr. Chairman, it would be a serious 
mistake not to believe that more ter-
rorist attacks like those experienced 
on September 11 could occur again. In 
fact, the Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence and the Transportation 
Security Administration strongly indi-
cate that the threat to aviation re-
mains very high. Therefore, I believe 
that under these circumstances we 
must incorporate innovation in our ap-
proach to this very serious issue. We 
must support H.R. 4635, a pilot program 
that would allow trained and qualified 
pilots to serve as a last line of defense 
against such a potential disaster. 

I know that there are some who feel 
that this measure does not go far 
enough, and there are some who feel it 
does nothing; but I believe that this 
measure is another means that we can 
use in protecting the traveling public. 
While I fully support this measure, I 
think it is critically important for us 
to remember that we are in the midst 
of hiring and expanding the air mar-
shal program. The development of any 
new pilot program should not interfere 
with the established and proven air 
marshal program, nor should it inter-
fere with research into nonlethal meas-
ures like stun guns and Tasers. 

The proposed bipartisan bill has sev-
eral key provisions to the original bill. 
First, it is important to note that this 
bill is a 2-year pilot program with a 
minimum of 250 pilots monitored by 
the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration. Pilots will use firearms only in 
defense of aircraft after hijackers 
breach the cockpit door. 

No man-made door is impenetrable to 
a determined attacker. The bill re-
quires that certain testing and plan-
ning take place prior to armed pilots 
boarding aircraft, including testing the 
ramification of a misfire in the cock-
pit. We should allow for proper training 
and strengthened firearm training re-
quirements prior to their deployment. 
This training will be similar to that we 
provide Federal air marshals. Finally, 
the TSA administrator has the author-
ity to terminate the program after a 2-
year test period. 

I, like my colleagues, would agree 
that keeping an aircraft aloft during 
an attempted hijacking is of prime im-

portance to the survival of the crew 
and passengers, and today we should 
pass this very important piece of legis-
lation. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. SULLIVAN). 

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 4635, the Arm-
ing Pilots Against Terrorism Act. It is 
vital that we give the pilots and pas-
sengers of American commercial air-
craft a fighting chance against would-
be attackers. An armed pilot is the 
final line of defense against terrorist 
hijackers. Under H.R. 4635, the use of 
force may be employed only in the de-
fense of the cockpit. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, terror-
ists would have already seized the air-
craft. In the last few moments before 
hijackers use this plane as a weapon, 
we have a difficult choice to make. 
Currently our Air Force has standing 
orders to shoot down any plane cap-
tured by terrorists. 

Mr. Chairman, we are at our last re-
sort. Why would we not allow our pi-
lots the opportunity to protect them-
selves, their passengers, and thousands 
of American lives? Let us face it, the 
days of the hijacking thugs or terrorist 
thugs on our airplanes demanding 
money or the release of their cohorts is 
over. The airplane is now the coward’s 
weapon of choice. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, we must 
secure our airplanes from these cow-
ards and protect our people from harm. 
The greatest way to fight off terrorists 
is to arm those who know the aircraft 
the best, and that is our pilots. 

H.R. 4635 will augment the military 
background that many pilots already 
hold by providing rigorous training for 
all armed pilots. This training is much 
like the training that Federal air mar-
shals receive with an emphasis on 
marksmanship, defensive maneuvers, 
and weapon retention. 

Currently, Federal air marshals pa-
trol our skies armed, and have done so 
since 1985. In addition, foreign airlines 
who arm their pilots are allowed to 
travel to our airspace and land on 
American soil. To suggest that Amer-
ican pilots are somehow incapable or 
less qualified than those who already 
carry arms aboard aircraft is ridicu-
lous. 

Mr. Chairman, our people want this 
legislation, our pilots want this legisla-
tion, and America deserves this last 
line of defense. I urge my colleagues to 
support H.R. 4635.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO). 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time, and I want to address the issue 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
HORN) raised in the well about the rest 
of the flight crew, the flight attend-
ants, on board the plane. 

It was absolutely positively the in-
tention of the Members of this House 
and those who drafted the aviation se-
curity bill last fall that they would get 
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adequate training, both in the issues of 
self-defense and crew coordination, and 
all the things that are necessary for 
those people who are so exposed on the 
other side of those doors that are 
slightly reinforced at this point in 
time. 

Unfortunately, many of the airlines, 
because of the expense and the incon-
venience in scheduling involved, have 
chosen to either stiff or short that 
training requirement: a 15-minute 
video on self-defense. And having stud-
ied a number of martial arts, I can tell 
my colleagues that that is not going to 
do much for a lot of people. 

As I spoke here earlier, we are using 
flight attendants directly. In the case 
of United’s policy, they wheel out the 
food cart and they stand behind it, and 
they are supposed to defend the flight 
deck while that door is open against 
terrorists, after having watched the 15-
minute video. 

There has been no serious consider-
ation by the administration of whether 
or not nonlethal devices or other 
things should be made available to the 
flight attendants. So the improvements 
in this bill should send a strong mes-
sage to the TSA, to the FAA, and to 
the airlines that we do not want more 
delay; that the flight attendants are at 
risk, they are a critical part of solving 
this problem, and they need the train-
ing and the tools. It is a minuscule cost 
to the airline; certainly a lot less cost 
than the tragedy of another lost plane. 

So I congratulate the leaders of the 
committee on the inclusion of some 
stronger language and hope we can 
even push that further and make cer-
tain that this gets done. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS), 
not a member of the committee, but of 
the important Committee on Appro-
priations. 

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time. 

Overall, this is a good bill. By estab-
lishing a demonstration program of 
limited duration and strict standards, 
we will be able to assess the benefits 
and risks of arming commercial airline 
pilots. The bill does not require pilots 
to carry guns but gives them the op-
tion up to a certain percentage and 
subject to training. They will be lit-
erally the last line of defense for our 
commercial aviation system. The ter-
rorist attacks of September 11 dem-
onstrated that this is something that 
should at least be evaluated in a sys-
tematic and limited manner. 

However, I want to draw to the Mem-
bers’ attention one element of the bill 
that I hope will be addressed in con-
ference with the other body. Section 2 
of the bill requires that all costs for 
the training, supervision, and equip-
ment, meaning guns, under this pro-
gram shall be borne by the Federal 
Government. These costs have been es-
timated by the Congressional Budget 
Office at $47 million over the next 5 
years. 

These funds are not currently in the 
Transportation Security Administra-
tion’s budget and could well cause the 
agency to cancel or defer other critical 
security activities to finance what is 
essentially an earmark on future budg-
ets. In addition, training facilities at 
the Federal Law Enforcement Training 
Center, which are mandated to be the 
trainer of these pilots, are stretched 
thin already; and it is not clear wheth-
er the program could go forward imme-
diately because of that. 

There is a way out of this predica-
ment. In my view, the Federal Govern-
ment could just as easily specify the 
standards for this training and equip-
ment, as we do for pilot training, and 
allow the airlines, who choose to par-
ticipate in the program, to bear those 
costs. This is a voluntary program. 
Airlines who want to participate 
should bear these costs, rather than ex-
panding the Federal Government even 
further than we already have. 

I am concerned, as I know many 
Members are, over mission creep at the 
TSA. Many of us want to constrain the 
size and the scope of that agency and 
limit mission creep. Deputizing pilots 
and also paying for their training and 
firearms, I think, is a step in the direc-
tion of mission creep for TSA. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I want to con-
gratulate the chairman of the full com-
mittee, the gentleman from Alaska 
(Mr. YOUNG); the chairman of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MICA); the ranking member of 
the full committee, the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR); and 
others for a good job in the drafting of 
this legislation, with a couple of minor 
corrections that I hope can be made as 
we go along. 

I hope as we proceed through the 
process that the managers of the bill 
will work to limit the direct Federal 
responsibility for the program and 
focus more on oversight of what I con-
sider to be industry responsibilities. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to inquire of the time re-
maining on both sides. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
LINDER). The gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) has 41⁄2 minutes 
remaining and the gentleman from 
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) has 8 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California (Mrs. TAUSCHER).

b 1215 

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Chairman, as a 
member of the Subcommittee on Avia-
tion, I take my job very seriously. 
Making air travel secure is one of the 
most important and daunting chal-
lenges our country and this Congress 
faces. 

It is unclear if the new Transpor-
tation Security Administration that 
Congress created last year will meet its 
deadlines for hiring and training fed-
eral screeners and deploying bomb de-
tection equipment to airports this 

year. This prospect alarms me, and it 
should alarm other Members. 

The TSA and the Bush administra-
tion have told us that there are more 
pressing security issues to address than 
arming pilots, and I hope that passage 
of this bill does not add to the TSA’s 
full plate and delay implementation of 
these other vital security measures. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the will-
ingness of the gentleman from Alaska 
(Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) to work 
with me to address some of the con-
cerns that I raised during the markup 
of this legislation in committee. I 
would also like to thank the com-
mittee staff for their efforts to incor-
porate some of my common-sense 
changes to the manager’s amendment. 

However, I do not believe this is the 
best bill our committee could have 
brought to the floor. I regret that this 
was the best bill we could get to the 
floor in an election year after the bill 
unnecessarily became more about guns 
than about safe air travel. 

The FAA has taken too long to cer-
tify and install the reinforced cockpit 
doors than originally thought and pi-
lots should have the means to defend 
the cockpit in the interim. 

I support equipping all cockpits with 
nonlethal weapons to defend the cock-
pit. United Airlines, ATA and others 
have taken a leadership role in pur-
chasing these devices and training all 
of their pilots to use nonlethal weap-
ons, and now are only waiting for TSA 
certification. I commend them for 
their efforts. 

I am pleased that the manager’s 
amendment included some of my lan-
guage setting a deadline for the TSA to 
certify these weapons, but I hope the 
TSA will act sooner to certify these 
nonlethal weapons so that companies 
can begin installing them immediately. 

Another big security concern raised 
by this bill is pilots transporting fire-
arms to, from, and through the air-
ports. I am pleased the manager’s 
amendment includes part of my 
amendment to have the TSA look at 
securing their weapons at airports dur-
ing overnight stays. 

I remain concerned about pilots 
being targeted outside of airports, and 
recent reports of uniform and ID thefts 
at hotels, and hope the TSA addresses 
this issue during its rulemaking proc-
ess. 

I think we can do a better job. I am 
hoping that we will see some of these 
amendments, and hope that I will be 
able to support this bill. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Montana (Mr. REHBERG). 

Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 4635, 
and my thanks go out to the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), and the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MICA) for the fine work they have 
done in doing the work that we need to 
do in this Congress, and that is remain 
focused on benefits, not on policy. 
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As a father, a husband, a grandson, a 

brother, I can say that this Congress 
has remained fixed on doing everything 
they possibly can to make air traffic 
safety paramount for this country. I 
know after I leave this Congress some 
day, I will be able to look back and 
thank these gentlemen and this Con-
gress for doing everything that they 
can to make my family safer when 
they fly. 

Putting qualified, armed pilots onto 
planes is not a new idea. It was done 
successfully as recently as 1984. Today 
we have an opportunity to increase 
passenger safety, and the American 
people demand it. Through passage of 
this legislation, Congress will put fu-
ture terrorists around the globe on no-
tice that American air passengers are 
off limits. America’s pilots will no 
longer be unarmed targets for terrorist 
aggression. Those wishing to interfere 
with the safe operation of U.S. pas-
senger airlines are on notice that they 
will not succeed, and their evil efforts 
will be met with lethal force.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from South Dakota (Mr. 
THUNE). 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time, and for bringing this important 
issue to the floor. 

We have an opportunity today to do 
something that is critically important 
to the aviation security system in this 
country. As a member of the Sub-
committee on Aviation and a cosponsor 
of the original version of H.R. 4635, I 
strongly support the creation of a vol-
untary Federal program to arm and 
train pilots to defend their cockpit 
against terrorist attacks. I believe the 
bill that we are considering today cre-
ates a good framework for the Trans-
portation Security Administration to 
implement an effective flight deck offi-
cer program. 

Later on we will have an opportunity 
to offer amendments, and I am happy 
to be part of an effort to amend this 
bill further to strengthen it and make 
it even stronger. Our amendment will 
attempt to lift the ceiling on the num-
ber of pilots that are eligible to volun-
teer for this important program. Sec-
ondly, it will require the Transpor-
tation Security Administration to 
begin training qualified, volunteer pi-
lots more quickly. Finally, it will 
eliminate the sunset for the program. 
Clearly this is an important issue. It is 
an important program, and it should 
not diminish after 2 years. 

By arming pilots, Congress can cre-
ate a last line of defense against ter-
rorist attacks. It is critical that we 
take every possible action to protect 
the passengers that fly the aviation 
system, and this legislation is an im-
portant component in that process. 
Since September 11, we have learned 
that we need to prepare for previously 
unthinkable acts of terrorism, and this 
common-sense legislation and the 
amendment we will offer later will give 

airlines and pilots an additional tool 
and create a last line of defense against 
future attacks. 

This is a voluntary program. It is one 
that the pilots have asked for, and one 
I believe that the people in this coun-
try are very supportive of, and it is one 
that will send a strong message to ter-
rorists around the world that they can-
not mess with our system. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. KIRK). 

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Chairman, I support 
this legislation as a groundbreaking 
test of 2 percent of pilots to be pro-
vided with arms. 

When we fly in the Navy, we always 
fly armed. Most of the cadre of civilian 
pilots come out of the military, and 
would fly with a 9 millimeter in their 
SPU. This gives them a sense of con-
fidence, and we will establish a track 
record. 

I want to also talk about tasers in 
the cockpit. United Airlines has come 
forward with a proposal to have this 
nonlethal technology that would not 
involve having any bullets moving 
around in the aircraft, and I think this 
is a reasonable compromise position 
that the Secretary of Transportation 
should also look to and support. 

I support this legislation, but also 
hope that we can go forward on the 
taser proposal for a nonlethal alter-
native, and I will engage in a colloquy 
with the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Aviation later on that 
topic.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to correct 
some misimpressions that were left by 
previous speakers, talking somewhat 
enthusiastically about guns in the 
flight deck prior to this legislation. 
The actual history is that under gen-
eral authority of the FAA to protect 
security aboard aircraft, it was per-
mitted for pilots to carry guns. There 
is no record of the actual number of pi-
lots who were armed prior to 1981. 

In 1981, there was a specific regula-
tion issued by FAA under its security 
authority to allow arming of pilots 
provided the airline company per-
mitted the arming, and the pilot volun-
tarily chose to do so. Again, the FAA 
can produce no records of the number 
of pilots who were so armed. 

It is ironic, however, that it was last 
year, last summer, in fact, the summer 
of 2001, that the authority for armed 
pilots in the flight deck was repealed 
by FAA. This is new authority, new 
legislation. I just want the record to be 
clear on this point that we are charting 
a very new course, and doing so, I be-
lieve, in a very responsible, thoughtful 
and careful manner. 

This is a much bigger undertaking, 
much greater initiative than ever con-
ceived of in the past. As previous 
speakers have said, there clearly is a 
case to be made, I believe, now for arm-
ing flight crews. It ought to be done in 

this careful, thoughtful manner to a 
point where the 2-year demonstration 
is undertaken, the questions are re-
solved, and then a further determina-
tion made on whether to proceed with 
a permanent program which, again, we 
can revisit in this body and enact 
should it be necessary to do so. 

Meanwhile, I think we have crafted 
here a very fine piece of legislation 
that stands on its merits and ought to 
be adopted by this body.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I compliment the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) 
and his working with the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MICA), the chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Aviation. 

I would like to remind Members of 
some things. Number one, I like the 
idea of possibly studying a taser weap-
on or futuristic weapon like what we 
see in movies, but I personally want 
that pilot to have a lethal weapon on 
board. 

If I had a terrorist trying to take my 
ship, I want to have a lethal weapon in 
my hand. I want to make sure that per-
son does not even have a chance. With 
a taser, he has a chance. I have some 
experience with those types of weap-
ons, and if a person was a true ter-
rorist, he would wear protective arma-
ment and would need to be struck in 
the head. Until that time, he would be 
able to circumvent a taser. A taser 
does not immobilize a person imme-
diately. A lethal weapon would. Prop-
erly trained, that terrorist will be 
eliminated and my ship will be pro-
tected and my passengers will arrive 
safely. 

This is a small step forward. We are 
not sure, and neither are the terrorists 
sure, which pilots will be armed. I be-
lieve that is a deterrent in itself. I be-
lieve there will be some hesitancy on 
that airplane. I will go back in history, 
and the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. OBERSTAR) mentioned the FAA re-
pealed this action last summer so they 
could not carry a weapon. 

I would say if anyone should be criti-
cized, it is the inactivity of the FAA. 
The inability to make a decision even 
today with the TSA, we have the FAA 
saying we have certified new equip-
ment for screening of people or bag-
gage so we are not going to use it. If 
there is any fault, it is with the two 
agencies: One old, outdated, anti-
quated, an agency that does not take 
steps forward in a positive fashion, the 
FAA; and a new agency which still fol-
lows that lead. 

I think the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. ROGERS) said it very cor-
rectly, we have to have more oversight 
and some demands for action instead of 
delay so we can implement what we 
thought we were doing in the Airline 
Security Act, that we thought we 
would have a slim and trim agency 
that would get the job done and the 
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passengers would be screened and put 
on the plane on time. That is not oc-
curring because of the inactivity of 
both agencies. 

I say to those who say no to this, I 
am not going to rely on the airlines. I 
am not going to rely on the TSA or 
those agencies saying, let us look at it. 
I am going to say this is going to be 
done with a small percentage of our pi-
lots. And hopefully after 2 years, with 
a larger percentage of our pilots, be-
cause it is the last line of defense. I re-
mind Members as one who has carried 
weapons most of his life, I will tell 
Members that 9–11 would not have hap-
pened if that pilot had a weapon at the 
time of that hijacking. That would not 
have happened. I say let us pass this 
legislation, let us go forward and pro-
tect passengers. I urge passage of this 
legislation.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 4635, the Arming Pilots 
Against Terrorists Act of 2002 which will allow 
for a 2-year test period for selected and quali-
fied airline pilots to carry firearms on board the 
aircraft they command. In confronting the 
threat of terrorism, we must ensure that our 
Nation is fully prepared. With many terrorist 
cells training followers to hijack and fly com-
mercial airliners, providing our pilots with the 
authority to carry a firearm in order to protect 
our passengers and airliners is sound policy. 

The 2-year trial period will begin when the 
first 250 pilots have been deputized to carry 
guns in the cockpit. The number of deputized 
pilots will be capped at 2 percent of their total 
workforce, or about 1,400 pilots. Preference 
will be given to pilots who have formerly 
served in the military or law enforcement, but 
participation will be voluntary. 

Pilots have voiced nearly unanimous sup-
port for using firearms to protect their pas-
sengers, their planes and themselves. More-
over, reinforced cockpit doors won’t be com-
pleted until next year and air marshals will not 
be riding on all flights. Pilots deserve the right 
to protect our skies from terror as the last line 
of defense. Accordingly, I urge my colleagues 
to support this practical and worthy measure.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chairman, on 
September 11th, terrorist hijackers killed eight 
unarmed pilots, hundreds of passengers, and 
thousands of innocent people. There is evi-
dence that more terrorist cells have been 
trained to take over commercial aircraft. Our 
own armed services may be forced to shoot 
down a plane full of innocent passengers to 
thwart a terrorist takeover. The Federal Gov-
ernment has a constitutional mandate to pro-
vide for the common defense. 

Mr. Chairman, we are failing! Our aviation 
system is still vulnerable, and we remain sus-
ceptible to unknown threats from an often-in-
visible enemy. 

Arming trained and qualified pilots to defend 
their aircraft cockpits is a necessary step to 
ensure the safety of the flying public. Many pi-
lots have a law enforcement or military back-
ground and have experience with firearms. Pi-
lots are entrusted with the lives of the flying 
public, and arming them will serve as a signifi-
cant deterrent. What hijacker will break into a 
cockpit not knowing whether he will face an 
armed pilot? 

Mr. Chairman, some of my hoplophobic col-
leagues will urge us to give the current efforts 

at heightened security a chance. They will cite 
more metal detectors, sealed cockpit doors 
and the presence of air marshals. I ask them 
to explain that rationale to loved ones of the 
9/11 victims. 

Mr. Chairman, we would never ask a com-
bat pilot to fly into battle without his side arm 
as a back up. On September 11th, the battle-
field entered the cockpit of commercial aircraft. 
How can we deny the pilots of commercial air-
craft the right to defend themselves and the 
passengers on their aircraft?

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to support this very important legislation 
and urge my colleagues to support its pas-
sage. First, I would like to thank the Chairman 
of the Transportation and Infrastructure Com-
mittee, Mr. YOUNG, and the Chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Aviation, Mr. MICA, for their 
leadership in producing this legislation and 
getting it to the floor today. I was glad to sign 
on as a cosponsor of this legislation imme-
diately, because it simply makes sense. 

The events of September 11th were indeed 
a defining moment in our history. For the first 
time in 60 years, the enemies of freedom at-
tacked our country on our very own soil. Un-
like the attack on Pearl Harbor, these enemies 
used our own airplanes as a weapon to mur-
der thousands of innocent civilians. Such ac-
tions cannot be allowed to happen again. 

These terrorists were able to use box cut-
ters and knives to take control of our planes, 
because they knew no one on the plane would 
be able to defend against even these rudi-
mentary weapons. Since the events of Sep-
tember 11th, the Congress has acted swiftly to 
provide for air marshals, stronger doors, and 
better screening procedures, to reduce the ter-
rorist threat to our commercial airlines and our 
citizens. All of these things make sense, but 
unfortunately, even these measures are not 
going to completely eliminate the possibility of 
terrorists seizing a plane. 

So what is the safety net? In the event of 
terrorist takeover of the plane, it is possible 
U.S. military planes will track the plane and be 
forced to bring it down with a missile. This is 
really not an option which should be forced by 
our military onto the brave men and women 
serving our country and causing great harm, 
or an innocent American civilian. 

There is a better option. Train pilots and 
allow them to carry arms, so they may serve 
as the last line of defense. It is a more effec-
tive option—a decision made by a trained pilot 
who is there to make the appropriate judge-
ment and determine when lethal force is nec-
essary. My only concern with the legislation is 
that it is too limited in scope. The bill, as it is 
presently written, allows only 2 percent of pi-
lots to be trained and certified. Simply put: 
This cap is far too low. Why should pas-
sengers on the 98 percent of other flights re-
ceive less protection? 

More than half of the commercial pilots 
today are military veterans who have been 
well trained in the use of weapons. These pi-
lots are easily trainable to provide the extra 
security necessary on our planes. I will sup-
port the amendment offered by my colleagues 
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO), Washington (Mr. 
NETHERCUTT), South Dakota (Mr. THUNE), and 
Texas (Mr. BARTON). Which removes the re-
strictive cap and ensures a much greater num-
ber of pilots can qualify for training and certifi-
cation. This amendment makes a good piece 
of legislation even better. 

Again, I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation, support the amendment removing 
the 2-percent cap, and provide an even 
stronger line of defense against future attacks.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
in support of H.R. 4635, the Arming Pilots 
Against Terrorism Act and the manager’s 
amendment to this bill. This legislation is the 
bipartisan product of the Transportation and 
Infrastructure Committee and I thank my col-
leagues, especially Chairman YOUNG, Ranking 
Member OBERSTAR, Subcommittee Chairman 
MICA and Ranking Member LIPINSKI for their 
hard work on this issue. 

Following the attacks of September 11th, 
there was an immediate and obvious need to 
increase aviation security. Congress passed 
the Aviation and Transportation Security Act, 
which took significant steps to improve our 
Nation’s aviation security. One of these steps 
was to authorize the Transportation Security 
Administration to determine whether airline pi-
lots should be armed in the cockpit. This legis-
lation moves forward with plans to allow com-
mercial, passenger pilots to be armed while 
flying. The bill establishes a 2-year pilot pro-
gram which will arm up to 2 percent of our Na-
tion’s pilots after they have completed a train-
ing program providing firearms proficiency 
equal to that of what a federal air marshal 
achieves. It also increases and mandates self-
defense and defense training for the flight at-
tendants, who most likely would be the first in-
dividuals to recognize a threat in the cabin. 

We all hope that we will never have a re-
peat of the events of September 11th. How-
ever, we must give our pilots an opportunity to 
defend themselves, the passengers and the 
plane, if another situation like this were to 
occur. 

Mr. Chairman, I support this compromise 
legislation. It is good legislation, and I urge my 
colleagues to join me in supporting it.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, 
when 19 men hijacked four airplanes on Sep-
tember 11th, 2001, the terrorists had a tactical 
advantage—and ultimately, the final word. The 
last line of defense by the pilots on those 
planes was handicapped. The bad guys had 
weapons. The good guys did not. 

What the House is proposing today is to 
allow a limited number of pilots who wish to 
have firearms in their cockpits have them. It is 
a pilot program for pilots. Critics of this legisla-
tion are quick to make excuses why pilots 
should not have firearms in the cockpit. Their 
favorite reason seems to be a myth con-
cerning the decompression of the airplane 
from a stray bullet. What they are saying is 
quite preposterous. A plane is heading for a 
building—but a pilot shouldn’t be allowed to 
stop the hijacker for fear of breaking a win-
dow. The bottom line is: if an aircraft is head-
ed for destruction as a result of a hijacking, 
there is absolutely nothing to lose by giving 
the pilot a last-ditch effort tool to restore order 
to his plane. 

Until 1987, pilots could have firearms in 
their cockpit. Can anyone in this chamber 
stand up and tell me it was the Wild, Wild 
West up there in the skies? Can anyone in 
this chamber give me one instance where a 
pilot misused a gun on a plane? This is a 
commonsense proposal supported by pilots, 
their unions, Democrats, Republicans and a 
clear majority of the American public. 

We can pretend an ideal world will some-
how prevent acts of terror. But cockpit doors 
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will open. Pilots are not immune from bath-
room breaks. Air marshals will not be on every 
flight. A limited number of sky marshals for 
thirty-five thousand daily flights just does not 
cut it. 

There will always be evil men seeking to ac-
complish evil deeds. For once, let’s give the 
good ones a fighting chance. I urge my col-
leagues to vote for the Arming Pilots Against 
Terrorism Act and allow pilots to keep control 
of their planes.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong opposition to H.R. 4635, the Arming Pi-
lots Against Terrorism Act. 

In responding to the horrific tragedy of Sep-
tember 11th, we’ve spent billions to put sen-
sible measures in place to ensure the safety 
of our airlines and the airports they serve. 
We’ve implemented strict new standards for 
screening passengers and their baggage. 
We’ve beefed up security personnel, dis-
patched sky marshals to guard domestic 
flights, and reinforced cockpit doors to protect 
our pilots from dangerous intruders. These im-
portant security precautions are working and 
our skies are safer than they’ve ever been. 

Yet, we’re confronted today with legislation 
that would have us take the unnecessary step 
of arming pilots. After all we’ve done to make 
it nearly impossible for anyone to carry dan-
gerous weapons on any plane, why would we 
put guns in every cockpit? 

The gun lobby is peddling the illusion that 
having guns in the cockpit will boost the safety 
of our skies. But, in fact, arming pilots would 
only add a dangerously unpredictable element 
to air travel that endangers pilots, flight attend-
ants, and passengers alike. Giving guns to pi-
lots doesn’t make us any safer. It only in-
creases the chances for disaster. 

This is why the President, with the support 
of a broad consensus of safety experts, law 
enforcement and all the major airlines, acted 
to prohibit guns being carried by pilots. We 
ought to vote today to reinforce this sound 
judgment and reaffirm the common sense no-
tion that pilots are trained to fly not shoot. 

Let’s not turn the Red Carpet Room into the 
OK Corral or our planes into shooting gal-
leries. I strongly urge my colleagues to vote 
no on this bill.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, it is now 
widely acknowledged that our Government 
and our intelligence agencies were not prop-
erly prepared for dealing with the events that 
led up to September 11th and its aftermath. 
We are spending enormous sums of money to 
convince the public that we are taking action 
to make our country safer, in some instances 
we may actually be making things worse. 

The project proposed by the bill from the 
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee 
was a cautious attempt to test a new ap-
proach to airline safety. As amended, how-
ever, it could potentially arm all airline pilots, 
removes the testing and automatic review of 
the new program and raises serious concerns 
about its operation. Furthermore, this bill has 
little support from the industry, law enforce-
ment officials or the Bush administration. 

There are simple and effective safety solu-
tions that deserve our support. Over a decade 
ago, industry and security experts strongly 
recommended that cockpit doors be reinforced 
to prevent plane hijackings but to little avail. 
Although it was included as part of last fall’s 
airline security bill, it will be another year be-
fore all cockpit doors are sufficiently rein-
forced. 

We still have not completely dealt with the 
basic issues of airline security, such as bag-

gage screening. The fundamental notion that 
we arm people, be they classroom teachers, 
pilots, or Members of Congress is no sub-
stitute for appropriate security. I am deeply 
concerned that we are concentrating on pro-
grams that give the illusion of security rather 
than focusing on doing our job to protect our 
country. I do not feel comfortable adding com-
plex, controversial new programs over the ob-
jections of the administration and the airline in-
dustry. This bill, if enacted, will divert attention 
from existing programs and, given its current 
amended form, is unlikely to become law. In 
its present form, that is probably the best out-
come.

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, I had 
every intention to vote for this bill when I en-
tered this Chamber. But now the bill has been 
substantially transformed from a demonstra-
tion program to allow pilots to carry guns 
aboard aircraft into a permanent program of 
arming every commercial pilot. The trans-
formation of this bill is so substantial that I in-
tend to vote against H.R. 4635. 

As a Member of the House Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Transportation, I am very 
concerned about improving airline security, 
and I basically support allowing pilots to carry 
guns as a last line of defense against potential 
hijackers. Our subcommittee has held a num-
ber of hearings to determine the status of the 
Transportation Security Administration’s 
(TSA’s) progress in meeting the deadlines es-
tablished under the Aviation Security Act. We 
have all followed the slow progress this new 
agency is making in meeting the timelines to 
improve the security of the nation’s 429 air-
ports and commercial airline carriers. It is un-
likely that we will be able to equip all airports 
with the explosive detection equipment and 
magnetometers that are required to screen 
baggage and passengers. The TSA has not 
been able to satisfactorily determine security 
standards for cargo flights and the security 
standards of international flights has not been 
addressed at all. The TSA has fallen behind 
its own internal deadlines and its coordination 
with airports and airlines has been lacking. 
This is the wrong time to impose a new man-
date on an agency that is struggling to meet 
it original mission. 

I cannot in good conscience vote for legisla-
tion that imposes a new requirement on an 
agency that has yet to demonstrate its suc-
cess in meeting the current legislative require-
ments. The airline industry must demonstrate 
to the traveling public that the security meas-
ures required of it are in place to protect pas-
senger safety, not put it at risk. It is important 
that pilots demonstrate to passengers that 
they can safely pilot a commercial plane and 
still defend against hijackers. We must know 
more about how misfires from discharged 
weapons can affect the airworthiness of our 
crafts. 

The amendment that transformed this bill 
assumes that the need for an additional level 
of security in the pilot’s cabin outweighs the 
potential safety problems caused by the acci-
dental misuse of firearms on board an aircraft. 
I respectfully disagree with that thinking, and 
for that reason, I urge my colleagues to join 
me in voting against the bill. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
LINDER). All time for general debate 
has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub-

stitute printed in the bill is considered 
as an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment and is considered read. 

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute is as 
follows:

H.R. 4635

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Arming Pilots 
Against Terrorism Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FEDERAL FLIGHT DECK OFFICER PRO-

GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter 449 
of title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘§ 44921. Federal flight deck officer program 
‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Under Secretary 

of Transportation for Security shall establish a 
pilot program to deputize volunteer pilots of air 
carriers providing air transportation or intra-
state air transportation as Federal law enforce-
ment officers to defend the flight decks of air-
craft of such air carriers against acts of criminal 
violence or air piracy. Such officers shall be 
known as ‘Federal flight deck officers’.

‘‘(b) PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 months 

after the date of enactment of this section, the 
Under Secretary shall establish procedural re-
quirements to carry out the program under this 
section. 

‘‘(2) COMMENCEMENT OF PROGRAM.—Begin-
ning 2 months after the date of enactment of 
this section, the Under Secretary shall begin the 
process of selecting, training, and deputizing pi-
lots as Federal flight deck officers under the 
program; except that, if the procedures required 
under paragraph (1) are not established before 
the last day of such 2-month period, the Under 
Secretary shall not begin the process of select-
ing, training, and deputizing pilots until the 
date on which the procedures are established or 
the last day of the 4-month period beginning on 
such date of enactment, whichever occurs first. 

‘‘(3) ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED.—The proce-
dural requirements established under paragraph 
(1) shall address the following issues: 

‘‘(A) The type of firearm to be used by a Fed-
eral flight deck officer. 

‘‘(B) The type of ammunition to be used by a 
Federal flight deck officer. 

‘‘(C) The standards and training needed to 
qualify and requalify as a Federal flight deck 
officer. 

‘‘(D) The placement of the firearm of a Fed-
eral flight deck officer on board the aircraft to 
ensure both its security and its ease of retrieval 
in an emergency. 

‘‘(E) Analyze the risk of catastrophic failure 
of an aircraft as a result of the discharge of a 
firearm to be used in the program into the avi-
onics, electrical systems, or other sensitive areas 
of the aircraft. 

‘‘(F) The division of responsibility between pi-
lots in the event of an act of criminal violence 
or air piracy if only one pilot is a Federal flight 
deck officer and if both pilots are Federal flight 
deck officers. 

‘‘(G) Procedures for ensuring that the firearm 
of a Federal flight deck officer does not leave 
the cockpit if there is a disturbance in the pas-
senger cabin of the aircraft or if the pilot leaves 
the cockpit for personal reasons. 

‘‘(H) Interaction between a Federal flight 
deck officer and a Federal air marshal on board 
the aircraft. 

‘‘(I) The process for selection of pilots to par-
ticipate in the program based on their fitness to 
participate in the program. 

‘‘(J) Storage and transportation of firearms 
between flights, including international flights, 
to ensure the security of the firearms. 
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‘‘(K) Methods for ensuring that security per-

sonnel will be able to identify whether a pilot is 
authorized to carry a firearm under the pro-
gram.

‘‘(L) Methods for ensuring that pilots (includ-
ing Federal flight deck officers) will be able to 
identify whether a passenger is a law enforce-
ment officer who is authorized to carry a fire-
arm aboard the aircraft. 

‘‘(M) Any other issues that the Under Sec-
retary considers necessary. 

‘‘(4) PREFERENCE.—In selecting pilots to par-
ticipate in the program, the Under Secretary 
shall give preference to pilots who are former 
military or law enforcement personnel. 

‘‘(5) CLASSIFIED INFORMATION.—Notwith-
standing section 552 of title 5 but subject to sec-
tion 40119 of this title, information developed 
under paragraph (3)(E) shall not be disclosed. 

‘‘(6) NOTICE TO CONGRESS.—The Under Sec-
retary shall provide notice to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen-
ate after completing the analysis required by 
paragraph (3)(E). 

‘‘(c) TRAINING, SUPERVISION, AND EQUIP-
MENT.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Under Secretary shall 
provide the training, supervision, and equip-
ment necessary for a pilot to be a Federal flight 
deck officer under this section at no expense to 
the pilot or the air carrier employing the pilot. 

‘‘(2) TRAINING.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Under Secretary shall 

base the requirements for the training of Federal 
flight deck officers under subsection (b) on the 
training standards applicable to Federal air 
marshals; except that the Under Secretary shall 
take into account the differing roles and respon-
sibilities of Federal flight deck officers and Fed-
eral air marshals. 

‘‘(B) ELEMENTS.—The training of a Federal 
flight deck officer shall include, at a minimum, 
the following elements: 

‘‘(i) Training to ensure that the officer 
achieves the level of proficiency with a firearm 
required under subparagraph (C)(i). 

‘‘(ii) Training to ensure that the officer main-
tains exclusive control over the officer’s firearm 
at all times, including training in defensive ma-
neuvers. 

‘‘(iii) Training to assist the officer in deter-
mining when it is appropriate to use the offi-
cer’s firearm and when it is appropriate to use 
less than lethal force. 

‘‘(C) TRAINING IN USE OF FIREARMS.—
‘‘(i) STANDARD.—In order to be deputized as a 

Federal flight deck officer, a pilot must achieve 
a level of proficiency with a firearm that is re-
quired by the Under Secretary. Such level shall 
be comparable to the level of proficiency re-
quired of Federal air marshals. 

‘‘(ii) CONDUCT OF TRAINING.—The training of 
a Federal flight deck officer in the use of a fire-
arm may be conducted by the Under Secretary 
or by a firearms training facility approved by 
the Under Secretary. 

‘‘(iii) REQUALIFICATION.—The Under Sec-
retary shall require a Federal flight deck officer 
to requalify to carry a firearm under the pro-
gram. Such requalification shall occur quarterly 
or at an interval required by a rule issued under 
subsection (i). 

‘‘(d) DEPUTIZATION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Under Secretary may 

deputize, as a Federal flight deck officer under 
this section, a pilot who submits to the Under 
Secretary a request to be such an officer and 
whom the Under Secretary determines is quali-
fied to be such an officer. 

‘‘(2) QUALIFICATION.—A pilot is qualified to be 
a Federal flight deck officer under this section 
if—

‘‘(A) the pilot is employed by an air carrier; 
‘‘(B) the Under Secretary determines that the 

pilot meets the standards established by the 
Under Secretary for being such an officer; and 

‘‘(C) the Under Secretary determines that the 
pilot has completed the training required by the 
Under Secretary. 

‘‘(3) DEPUTIZATION BY OTHER FEDERAL AGEN-
CIES.—The Under Secretary may request an-
other Federal agency to deputize, as Federal 
flight deck officers under this section, those pi-
lots that the Under Secretary determines are 
qualified to be such officers. 

‘‘(4) MAXIMUM NUMBER.—The maximum num-
ber of pilots that may be deputized under the 
pilot program as Federal flight deck officers may 
not exceed 2 percent of the total number of pi-
lots that are employed by air carriers engaged in 
air transportation or intrastate transportation 
on the date of enactment of this section. 

‘‘(5) REVOCATION.—The Under Secretary may 
revoke the deputization of a pilot as a Federal 
flight deck officer if the Under Secretary finds 
that the pilot is no longer qualified to be such 
an officer. 

‘‘(e) COMPENSATION.—Pilots participating in 
the program under this section shall not be eligi-
ble for compensation from the Federal Govern-
ment for services provided as a Federal flight 
deck officer. The Federal Government and air 
carriers shall not be obligated to compensate a 
pilot for participating in the program or for the 
pilot’s training or qualification and requalifica-
tion to carry firearms under the program. 

‘‘(f) AUTHORITY TO CARRY FIREARMS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Under Secretary shall 

authorize, while the program under this section 
is in effect, a Federal flight deck officer to carry 
a firearm while engaged in providing air trans-
portation or intrastate air transportation. Not-
withstanding subsection (c)(1), the officer may 
purchase a firearm and carry that firearm 
aboard an aircraft of which the officer is the 
pilot in accordance with this section if the fire-
arm is of a type that may be used under the pro-
gram. 

‘‘(2) PREEMPTION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of Federal or State law, a Fed-
eral flight deck officer, whenever necessary to 
participate in the program, may carry a firearm 
in any State and from one State to another 
State. 

‘‘(3) CARRYING FIREARMS OUTSIDE UNITED 
STATES.—In consultation with the Secretary of 
State, the Under Secretary may take such action 
as may be necessary to ensure that a Federal 
flight deck officer may carry a firearm in a for-
eign country whenever necessary to participate 
in the program. 

‘‘(g) AUTHORITY TO USE FORCE.—Notwith-
standing section 44903(d), the Under Secretary 
shall prescribe the standards and circumstances 
under which a Federal flight deck officer may 
use, while the program under this section is in 
effect, force (including lethal force) against an 
individual in the defense of the flight deck of an 
aircraft in air transportation or intrastate air 
transportation. 

‘‘(h) LIMITATION ON LIABILITY.—
‘‘(1) LIABILITY OF AIR CARRIERS.—An air car-

rier shall not be liable for damages in any ac-
tion brought in a Federal or State court arising 
out of a Federal flight deck officer’s use of or 
failure to use a firearm. 

‘‘(2) LIABILITY OF FEDERAL FLIGHT DECK OFFI-
CERS.—A Federal flight deck officer shall not be 
liable for damages in any action brought in a 
Federal or State court arising out of the acts or 
omissions of the officer in defending the flight 
deck of an aircraft against acts of criminal vio-
lence or air piracy unless the officer is guilty of 
gross negligence or willful misconduct. 

‘‘(3) LIABILITY OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.—
For purposes of an action against the United 
States with respect to an act or omission of a 
Federal flight deck officer, the officer shall be 
treated as an employee of the Federal Govern-
ment. 

‘‘(i) DURATION OF PROGRAM.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this subsection, the pilot program estab-
lished under this section shall be in effect for a 

period of 2 years beginning on the date that the 
250th pilot is deputized as a Federal flight deck 
officer under this section. 

‘‘(2) RISK-BENEFIT DETERMINATION DECISION.—
Before the last day of such 2-year period, the 
Under Secretary shall determine whether the se-
curity benefits of the Federal flight deck officer 
pilot program outweigh the risks of the program. 

‘‘(3) TERMINATION OF PILOT PROGRAM.—If the 
Under Secretary determines under paragraph (2) 
that the risks outweigh the benefits, the Under 
Secretary shall publish a notice in the Federal 
Register terminating the pilot program and ex-
plaining the reasons for the decision to termi-
nate and shall provide adequate notice of the 
decision to Federal flight deck officers and other 
individuals as necessary. 

‘‘(4) CONTINUATION OF PROGRAM.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Under Secretary de-

termines under paragraph (2) that the benefits 
outweigh the risks, the Under Secretary shall 
publish a notice in the Federal Register an-
nouncing the continuation of the program, shall 
continue the program in accordance with this 
section, and may increase the number of Federal 
flight deck officers participating in the program. 

‘‘(B) NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING.—Not 
later than 60 days after the date of publication 
of a notice continuing the program, the Under 
Secretary shall issue a notice of proposed rule-
making to provide for continuation of the pro-
gram. In conducting the proposed rulemaking, 
the Under Secretary shall readdress each of the 
issues to be addressed under subsection (b)(3) 
and, in addition, shall address the following 
issues: 

‘‘(i) The use of various technologies by Fed-
eral flight deck officers, including smart gun 
technologies and nonlethal weapons. 

‘‘(ii) The necessity of hardening critical avi-
onics, electrical systems, and other vulnerable 
equipment on aircraft. 

‘‘(iii) The standards and circumstances under 
which a Federal flight deck officer may use 
force (including lethal force) against an indi-
vidual in defense of the flight deck of an air-
craft. 

‘‘(5) REEVALUATION.—Not later than 3 years 
after the date of publication of a notice con-
tinuing the program, the Under Secretary shall 
reevaluate the program and shall report to Con-
gress on whether, in light of additional security 
measures that have been implemented (such as 
reinforced doors and universal employee biomet-
ric identification), the program is still necessary 
and should be continued or terminated. 

‘‘(j) APPLICABILITY.—
‘‘(1) EXEMPTION.—This section shall not apply 

to air carriers operating under part 135 of title 
14, Code of Federal Regulations, and to pilots 
employed by such carriers to the extent that 
such carriers and pilots are covered by section 
135.119 of such title or any successor to such sec-
tion. 

‘‘(2) PILOT DEFINED.—The term ‘pilot’ means 
an individual who has final authority and re-
sponsibility for the operation and safety of the 
flight or, if more than 1 pilot is required for the 
operation of the aircraft or by the regulations 
under which the flight is being conducted, the 
individual designated as second in command.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) CHAPTER ANALYSIS.—The analysis for such 

chapter is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to section 44920 the following:
‘‘44921. Federal flight deck officer program.’’.

(2) FLIGHT DECK SECURITY.—Section 128 of the 
Aviation and Transportation Security Act (Pub-
lic Law 107–71) is repealed.

(c) FEDERAL AIR MARSHAL PROGRAM.—
(1) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 

Congress that the Federal air marshal program 
is critical to aviation security. 

(2) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC-
TION.—Nothing in this Act, including any 
amendment made by this Act, shall be construed 
as preventing the Under Secretary of Transpor-
tation for Security from implementing and train-
ing Federal air marshals. 
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SEC. 3. CREW TRAINING. 

Section 44918(e) of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘The Administrator’’ and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Under Secretary’’; 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—In updating 

the training guidance, the Under Secretary, in 
consultation with the Administrator, shall issue 
a rule to—

‘‘(A) require both classroom and hands-on sit-
uational training in the following elements of 
self defense: 

‘‘(i) recognizing suspicious activities and de-
termining the seriousness of an occurrence; 

‘‘(ii) deterring a passenger who might present 
a problem; 

‘‘(iii) crew communication and coordination; 
‘‘(iv) the proper commands to give to pas-

sengers and attackers; 
‘‘(v) methods to restrain an attacker; 
‘‘(vi) use of available items aboard the aircraft 

for self-defense; 
‘‘(vii) appropriate responses to defend oneself, 

including the use of force against an attacker; 
‘‘(viii) use of protective devices assigned to 

crew members (to the extent such devices are ap-
proved by the Administrator or Under Sec-
retary); 

‘‘(ix) the psychology of terrorists to cope with 
their behavior and passenger responses to that 
behavior; 

‘‘(x) how to respond to aircraft maneuvers 
that may be authorized to defend against an act 
of criminal violence or air piracy; 

‘‘(B) require training in the proper conduct of 
a cabin search; 

‘‘(C) establish the required number of hours of 
training and the qualifications for the training 
instructors; 

‘‘(D) establish the intervals, amount, and ele-
ments of recurrent training; 

‘‘(E) ensure that air carriers provide the ini-
tial training required by this paragraph within 
24 months of the date of enactment of this sub-
paragraph; and 

‘‘(F) ensure that no person is required to par-
ticipate in any hands-on training activity that 
that person believes will have an adverse impact 
on his or her health or safety. 

‘‘(3) RESPONSIBILITY OF UNDER SECRETARY.—
In developing the rule under paragraph (2), the 
Under Secretary shall consult with law enforce-
ment personnel and security experts who have 
expertise in self-defense training, terrorism ex-
perts, and representatives of air carriers, em-
ployees of air carriers, and educational institu-
tions offering law enforcement training pro-
grams.’’; and 

(3) by aligning the remainder of the text of 
paragraph (1) (as designated by paragraph (1) 
of this section) with paragraphs (2) and (3) (as 
added by paragraph (2) of this section).
SEC. 4. COMMERCIAL AIRLINE SECURITY STUDY. 

(a) STUDY.—The Secretary of Transportation 
shall conduct a study of the following: 

(1) The number of armed Federal law enforce-
ment officers (other than Federal air marshals), 
who travel on commercial airliners annually 
and the frequency of their travel. 

(2) The cost and resources necessary to pro-
vide such officers with supplemental training in 
aircraft anti-terrorism training that is com-
parable to the training that Federal air mar-
shals are provided. 

(3) The cost of establishing a program at a 
Federal law enforcement training center for the 
purpose of providing new Federal law enforce-
ment recruits with standardized training com-
parable to the training that Federal air mar-
shals are provided. 

(4) The feasibility of implementing a certifi-
cation program designed for the purpose of en-
suring Federal law enforcement officers have 
completed the training described in paragraph 
(2) and track their travel over a 6-month period. 

(5) The feasibility of staggering the flights of 
such officers to ensure the maximum amount of 
flights have a certified trained Federal officer 
on board. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall transmit to Congress a report on the re-
sults of the study. The report may be submitted 
in classified and redacted form. 
SEC. 5. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS. 

Section 44903 of title 49, United States Code, is 
amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (i) (relating to 
short-term assessment and deployment of emerg-
ing security technologies and procedures) as 
subsection (j); 

(2) by redesignating the second subsection (h) 
(relating to authority to arm flight deck crew 
with less-than-lethal weapons) as subsection (i); 
and 

(3) by redesignating the third subsection (h) 
(relating to limitation on liability for acts to 
thwart criminal violence for aircraft piracy) as 
subsection (k). 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. No 
amendment to that amendment shall 
be in order except those printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD designated for 
that purpose and pro forma amend-
ments for the purpose of debate. 
Amendments printed in the RECORD 
may be offered only by the Member 
who caused it to be printed or his des-
ignee and shall be considered read. 

Are there any amendments to the 
bill?

b 1230 

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. MICA 
Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

LINDER). The Clerk will designate the 
amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 10 offered by Mr. MICA:
Page 4, line 8, strike ‘‘Analyze’’ and insert 

‘‘An analysis of’’.
Page 4, line 9, after ‘‘discharge’’ insert 

‘‘(including an accidental discharge)’’.
Page 5, line 3, before the period insert the 

following:

, including whether an additional back-
ground check should be required beyond that 
required by section 44936(a)(1)

Page 5, line 6, before the period insert the 
following:

, focusing particularly on whether such secu-
rity would be enhanced by requiring storage 
of the firearm at the airport when the pilot 
leaves the airport to remain overnight away 
from the pilot’s base airport.

Page 6, after line 6, insert the following:
‘‘(7) MINIMIZATION OF RISK.—If the Under 

Secretary determines as a result of the anal-
ysis under paragraph (3)(E) that there is a 
significant risk of the catastrophic failure of 
an aircraft as a result of the discharge of a 
firearm, the Under Secretary shall take such 
actions as may be necessary to minimize 
that risk.

Page 11, line 19, before the period insert 
the following:

under chapter 171 of title 28, relating to tort 
claims procedure.

Page 11, after line 19 insert the following:
‘‘(i) PROCEDURES FOLLOWING ACCIDENTAL 

DISCHARGES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If an accidental dis-

charge of a firearm under the pilot program 
results in the injury or death of a passenger 
or crew member on an aircraft, the Under 
Secretary—

‘‘(A) shall revoke the deputization of the 
Federal flight deck officer responsible for 
that firearm if the Under Secretary deter-
mines that the discharge was attributable to 
the negligence of the officer; and 

‘‘(B) if the Under Secretary determines 
that a shortcoming in standards, training, or 
procedures was responsible for the accidental 
discharge, the Under Secretary may tempo-
rarily suspend the program until the short-
coming is corrected. 

‘‘(2) AFFECT OF SUSPENSION.—A temporary 
suspension of the pilot program under para-
graph (1) suspends the running of the 2-year 
period for the pilot program until the sus-
pension is terminated.

Page 11, line 20, strike ‘‘(i)’’ and insert 
‘‘(j)’’.

Page 13, line 6, strike ‘‘proposed’’. 
Page 14, line 4, after the period insert the 

following:

The report shall include a description of all 
the incidents in which a gun is discharged, 
including accidental discharges, on an air-
craft of an air carrier after the date of enact-
ment of this section.

Page 14, line 5, strike ‘‘(j)’’ and insert 
‘‘(k)’’.

Page 15, line 12, insert ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—
’’ before ‘‘Section’’. 

Page 15, line 22, insert ‘‘effective’’ before 
‘‘hands-on’’. 

Page 16, line 10, insert ‘‘subdue and’’ before 
‘‘restrain’’. 

Page 16, line 13, insert ‘‘and effective’’ 
after ‘‘appropriate’’. 

Page 17, line 4, insert ‘‘, including the duty 
time required to conduct the search’’ before 
the semicolon.

Page 17, line 8, strike ‘‘amount’’ and insert 
‘‘number or hours’’

Page 17, line 9, insert ‘‘and’’ after the semi-
colon. 

Page 17, line 13, strike the semicolon and 
all that follows through line 17 and insert a 
period. 

Page 17, line 19, strike ‘‘In developing’’ and 
insert the following:

‘‘(A) CONSULTATION.—In developing
Page 17, line 23, strike ‘‘employees of air 

carriers,’’ and insert ‘‘the provider of self-de-
fense training for Federal air marshals, 
flight attendants, labor organizations rep-
resenting flight attendants,’’. 

Page 17, line 25, strike the closing 
quotation marks and ‘‘; and’’. 

Page 17, after line 25, insert the following:
‘‘(B) DESIGNATION OF OFFICIAL.—The Under 

Secretary shall designate an official in the 
Transportation Security Administration to 
be responsible for overseeing the implemen-
tation of the training program under this 
subsection. 

‘‘(C) NECESSARY RESOURCES AND KNOWL-
EDGE.—The Under Secretary shall ensure 
that employees of the Administration re-
sponsible for monitoring the training pro-
gram have the necessary resources and 
knowledge.’’; and 

Page 18, after line 4, insert the following:
(b) ENHANCE SECURITY MEASURES.—Section 

109(a) of the Aviation and Transportation Se-
curity Act (49 U.S.C. 114 note; 115 Stat. 613–
614) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(9) Require that air carriers provide flight 
attendants with a discreet, hands-free, wire-
less method of communicating with the pi-
lots.’’.

(c) BENEFITS AND RISKS OF PROVIDING 
FLIGHT ATTENDANTS WITH NONLETHAL WEAP-
ONS.—

(1) STUDY.—The Under Secretary of Trans-
portation for Security shall conduct a study 
to evaluate the benefits and risks of pro-
viding flight attendants with nonlethal 
weapons to aide in combating air piracy and 
criminal violence on commercial airlines. 
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(2) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months after 

the date of enactment of this Act, the Under 
Secretary shall transmit to Congress a re-
port on the results of the study.

Page 19, after line 7, insert the following:
SEC. 5. AUTHORITY TO ARM FLIGHT DECK CREW 

WITH LESS-THAN-LETHAL WEAPONS. 
Section 44903(i) of title 49, United States 

Code (as redesignated by section 6 of this 
Act) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(3) REQUEST OF AIR CARRIERS TO USE LESS-
THAN-LETHAL WEAPONS.—If, after the date of 
enactment of this paragraph, the Under Sec-
retary receives a request from an air carrier 
for authorization to allow pilots of the air 
carrier to carry less-than-lethal weapons, 
the Under Secretary shall respond to that re-
quest within 90 days.’’.

Page 19, line 8, strike ‘‘5’’ and insert ‘‘6’’.
MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 

MICA 
Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan-

imous consent that the amendment be 
modified in the form at the desk. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Modification to amendment offered by Mr. 

MICA:
In section 5, relating to authority to arm 

flight deck crew with less-than-lethal weap-
ons, that is proposed to be inserted after line 
7 on page 19: 

(1) insert before ‘‘Section 444903(i)’’ the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’; and 
(2) insert at the end the following: 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Such sec-

tion is further amended—
(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘Sec-

retary’’ the first and third places it appears 
and inserting ‘‘Under Secretary’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘Sec-
retary’’ each place it appears and inserting 
‘‘Under Secretary’’. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the modification of-
fered by the gentleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, the modi-

fication that we just offered to my 
amendment is merely technical and 
does provide some conforming and con-
sistent language. The manager’s 
amendment that I have offered today 
does make some relatively minor 
changes. However, it does not change 
at all the fundamental thrust of the 
legislation, and that is to establish a 
pilot program under which about 2 per-
cent, 2 percent specified and about 1,400 
pilots, can arm themselves to stop a hi-
jacking. 

We chose that number because, 
again, we think during the next 2 years 
that will provide us a good test basis; 
and given TSA’s track record and per-
formance, I think that is probably 
about all they can do in that time 
frame to get this program under way. 

The purpose of this amendment 
today is to address some of the issues 
that have been raised, but not totally 
resolved, during our committee mark-
up. For example, the bill directs the 
Secretary of the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration, TSA, to focus on 
the safest way to store guns between 
flights. This amendment also directs 
the TSA to decide whether a pilot 
should be subject to an additional 

background check before being allowed 
to be traveling armed. 

This amendment also directs the 
TSA to minimize any risk that might 
occur from the accidental discharge of 
a weapon. It further makes clear that 
the pilot could lose the right to fly 
armed if that pilot is responsible for 
the accidental discharge of a weapon. 
Further, it requires a report compiling 
all the instances where a weapon was 
discharged on an aircraft. 

Again, we have tried to incorporate 
constructive suggestions in this man-
ager’s amendment. 

In addition, this amendment signifi-
cantly beefs up self-defense training for 
flight attendants. Many flight attend-
ants were concerned that the existing 
training provisions were inadequate. 
The bill approved by the committee al-
ready directs that improvements in 
their training should be made, and this 
amendment further specifies the type 
of training that should be provided to 
the flight attendants. It also urges 
TSA to make certain that it has the 
personnel in place who are capable of 
monitoring the training program. 

One change in this manager’s amend-
ment that we reluctantly included was 
the deletion of the provision making 
hands-on self-defense training vol-
untary for flight attendants. It will be 
now, again by this amendment, manda-
tory. 

We were concerned that some flight 
attendants might be reluctant to ac-
tively participate in the more physical 
aspects of self-defense training for fear 
it might adversely affect their health 
or safety. However, the representatives 
of the flight attendants organizations 
assured us they wanted all flight at-
tendants to be required to participate 
in all aspects of self-defense training, 
so we have today honored that request. 

Finally, this amendment changes ex-
isting law on less-than-lethal weapons. 
Existing law authorizes the govern-
ment to permit pilots to carry less-
than-lethal weapons, but it provides no 
deadline for the government’s decision. 
This amendment does provide a dead-
line for the decision, but it leaves it up 
to the TSA to decide whether or not to 
allow those weapons. I will get into a 
colloquy with the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. KIRK) later on on that issue. 

Personally, I do not believe that the 
less-than-lethal weapons will be effec-
tive in stopping a determined terrorist, 
and from the demonstrations we have 
seen, there is a lot to be desired and a 
lot lacking in using that as the only 
line of defense. But I think those who 
seek permission to carry that par-
ticular less-than-lethal type of protec-
tion are entitled to at least a timely 
answer. 

In sum, this is a good manager’s 
amendment. It improves the bill, it in-
corporates many constructive provi-
sions, and it is a bipartisan com-
promise. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the manager’s amendment.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the manager’s amend-
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, we worked long and 
hard to negotiate the terms of this 
manager’s amendment to complement 
the work done in subcommittee and in 
full committee to respond to a number 
of concerns that were raised subse-
quent to subcommittee action and dur-
ing full committee consideration of the 
bill. The same bipartisan spirit that 
characterized the crafting of the bill 
that we considered in subcommittee 
and full committee characterizes the 
manager’s amendment. 

The bill requires the Transportation 
Security Administration within 2 
months of enactment to conduct a 
study of the risk that a misfire in the 
cockpit will result in a catastrophic 
event. By that, I understand and in-
tend, firing a bullet into the autopilot 
or firing into the navigational guid-
ance system or any of the other on-
board equipment that is essential to 
the navigation of the aircraft. We need 
to know before launching this program 
what will be the effects of such an acci-
dental misfire. 

The manager’s amendment requires 
the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration, should they have determined 
that there is a significant risk to the 
aircraft, to take necessary actions to 
minimize that risk. That is another, I 
think, important caveat and protective 
step that we must take in this process. 

The amendment also provides au-
thority for the Under Secretary for 
Transportation Security to suspend the 
program if an accidental discharge re-
sults in injury or death of a passenger 
or a crew member and requires the 
Under Secretary to revoke the deputa-
tion of the pilot who is responsible for 
that accidental discharge. 

TSA must also report all incidents 
where a gun is discharged on an air-
craft, including accidental discharge, 
and provide a report to the Congress 
within 3 years. 

Issues were raised in subcommittee 
and full committee about the storage 
of weapons. The manager’s amendment 
requires TSA to specifically address 
whether the storage of weapons at air-
ports between flights would enhance 
security. It requires the under sec-
retary to respond to requests from car-
riers to arm flight crews with non-
lethal weapons within 90 days of each 
request. 

It also addresses in detail that the 
gentleman from Florida (Chairman 
MICA) has already covered the provi-
sions for training of flight attendants, 
including establishing a single contact 
person within TSA to oversee that 
training program; and it makes that 
training mandatory, as is evacuation 
procedure training mandatory and 
other safety measures mandatory for 
flight attendants. 

I think the way we have crafted the 
training for cabin crew is very 
thoughtful and effective and should be 
carried out, if this legislation is en-
acted, with vigor by the Transpor-
tation Security Administration. As I 
think virtually every Member of the 
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House does, I fully sympathize with the 
concerns raised by flight attendants. 
They are the first line of safety on 
board an aircraft. They also now are 
the first line of security, along with 
Federal air marshals, on board an air-
craft; and the legislation we are pre-
senting today makes the pilots the last 
line of security aboard an aircraft. 

So I think we have covered all the 
concerns and enhanced the legislation 
with the manager’s amendment, and I 
support its adoption.

Mr. BOSWELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise very enthu-
siastically supportive of what is going 
on here today. I thank the gentleman 
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Chairman MICA), 
the ranking member, the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), of the 
full committee and the ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
LIPINSKI), for moving the ball forward 
today. I think our country will be 
safer. 

I would just like to kind of make a 
general statement. I will try to be 
short. 

I appreciate what is going on here 
today. I, like many others in this body, 
am a current commercial pilot, and I 
suppose that by being so I am a little 
more critical at times of those that 
man the cockpits of the airplane and 
just kind of look them over without 
even thinking about it too much. 

I submit that the people that fly our 
airliners, and I want to emphasize the 
airliners, that carry many, many what 
people in the business call SOBs, we 
call them ‘‘souls on board,’’ we are con-
cerned about their safety. That has 
been in the vernacular for a long time, 
‘‘souls on board.’’ How many souls are 
on board? You know, there may be 100, 
there may be 200, there may be 300, and 
it is an important thing, their safety. 

The pilots come on in a briefing and 
they will tell you their main purpose is 
a safe arrival at the destination. So 
they are high-quality people, very 
high-quality people we can have a lot 
of confidence in. 

So I think this is appropriate, to do 
what we are doing. If it were left up to 
me, I would have probably gone to a 
little higher percentage and so on. I 
think we are moving forward, and I 
think the public will be safer as we arm 
the pilots. 

Last Monday, flying out here, how 
many times I have reflected on it, as I 
sat there in the airliner and looked at 
that door, and I know it can be rein-
forced and will be in due time, but it is 
still not going to be attached to a piece 
of reinforced steel. It will be attached 
to a bulkhead of aluminum, and I sup-
pose some enterprising terrorist can 
figure out how to get through that, 
even though it is reinforced. 

If for some reason a terrorist did 
manage to get into the cockpit and we 
had not armed him, I think we would 
feel a lot of remorse if an F–16 pulled 
alongside and we had not done every-

thing we could have in the last-resort 
possibility. That last-resort possibility 
is to arm the pilots. There are two of 
them on board. Each of them, either 
one, can land that airplane safely, if re-
quired to do so. 

So I think we are doing the right 
thing. It is unfortunate that we live in 
a time after September 11 that we even 
have to consider this, but we live in 
that time. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the man-
ager’s amendment and I support the 
underlying bill. I just hope we can 
move it forward today. Those listening, 
wherever you might be here on Capitol 
Hill, support this bill. It is the right 
thing to do.

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Chairman, I have recently 
proposed an amendment to H.R. 4635, the 
‘‘Arming Pilots Against Terrorism Act,’’ which 
would establish a program for training pilots as 
Federal flight deck officers. This amendment 
enhances the bill by requiring the Under Sec-
retary of Security to address the crucial issue 
of accidental discharges. I am very pleased 
that the gentleman from Florida has agreed to 
include my amendment in the Manager’s 
amendment. 

While all law enforcement officers are 
trained to handle their firearms with the utmost 
care, accidental discharges do occur, and are 
a cause of firearm-related injuries. Typically, 
accidental discharges result in the wounding 
of the gun carrier, or of a limited number of 
bystanders. But in an aircraft flying at 30,000 
feet, an accidental discharge, which can po-
tentially shoot out a window, or damage other 
vital technology, endangers many more peo-
ple. 

To address this concern, I drafted a two-part 
amendment. The first part instructs the Under 
Secretary to consider the potential risk of acci-
dent discharges prior to implementing the pro-
gram. The second half requires the Under 
Secretary to include in his report to Congress, 
an account of the specific instances of acci-
dental discharges, and the subsequent dam-
age caused by them. 

By requiring the Under Secretary to pay 
specific attention to the issue of accidental dis-
charges, this amendment increases the secu-
rity that the program proposed by the bill 
strives to provide to airline passengers. I 
therefore urge my colleagues to support the 
Manager’s amendment, and I thank the Chair-
man and the subcommittee chair for its inclu-
sion in the Manager’s amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment, as 
modified, offered by the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MICA). 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to.

b 1245 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
LINDER). The Clerk will designate the 
amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 11 offered by Mr. DEFAZIO:
Page 2, line 12, strike ‘‘pilot’’. 
Page 3, lines 8 and 9, strike ‘‘selecting, 

training,’’ and insert ‘‘training’’.

Page 3, line 9, after ‘‘pilots’’ insert ‘‘who 
are qualified to be Federal flight deck offi-
cers’’. 

Page 3, line 10, strike the semicolon and all 
that follows through ‘‘first’’ on line 17. 

Page 9, strike lines 3 through 9. 
Page 9, line 10, strike ‘‘(5)’’ and insert ‘‘(4). 
Page 9, line 24, strike the comma and all 

that follows through the comma on line 25. 
Page 11, strike line 20 and all that follows 

through line 4 on page 14. 
Page 12, line 21, strike the comma and in-

sert ‘‘and’’. 
Page 12, line 23, strike the comma and all 

that follows through ‘‘program’’ on line 24. 
Page 14, line 5, strike ‘‘(j)’’ and insert ‘‘(i)’’. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, today 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
NETHERCUTT) and others and I rise in 
support of the base bill, but in the 
hopes of improving the legislation. 

We are concerned that by specifying 
a cap on a reluctant administration, an 
administration, a President and a head 
of the TSA who do not want to arm pi-
lots, that by setting a very, very mod-
est goal of 2 percent, a cap of 2 percent, 
without mandates, that they move 
ahead expeditiously with that program, 
that we are not going to adequately 
meet the identified threat. 

Virtually everyone who has spoken 
today basically subscribes to the idea 
that the flight deck should be defen-
sible, the weapons in the bill would not 
come away from the flight deck, they 
would be used to defend the flight deck. 
But the point is that under this legisla-
tion, if this reluctant administration 
moved quickly and expeditiously to the 
cap of 2 percent, on a daily basis, given 
pilots’ schedules, one could be certain 
that less than 1 percent of the pilots 
flying were armed. 

Now, I do not believe a chance of one 
in 100 is a significant deterrent to a su-
icidal, homicidal terrorist intent on 
causing death and destruction. So I 
really feel that by putting that cap in 
the bill that we would be making a 
mistake. I do not see why we should 
not set a goal of saying in an orderly 
basis, as we are hearing from the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS), 
as much as we can afford to finance, 
and I believe that security is worth fi-
nancing, we should move forward with 
training all pilots who meet the min-
imum qualifications, and then all pi-
lots who pass the proficiency test and 
pass through the training should be al-
lowed, until the day when we have ar-
mored flight decks, flight decks which 
are secure, and which provide for the 
necessities of food and lavatories for 
the pilots where they do not have to 
come out at all, that we would con-
tinue to have pilots armed until that 
point in time. 

That is what El Al did. Their pilots 
were armed until they came up with 
these secure flight decks where the pi-
lots do not have to come out at all. The 
door is locked. They do not come out 
until the plane lands and the engines 
are shut down. 

Now, the FAA says it is impossible to 
design that kind of a flight deck, and 
they are going to take a few years to 
approve the design, so we are a long 
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way away from that here in the United 
States. Beyond that, we are not even 
envisioning one where they would have 
lav services, because that would cause 
some more money to redesign those 
planes. So we may be decades away 
from that. 

So we should not have a bill that 
sunsets in 2 years. We should not have 
a bill that limits to 2 percent because, 
remember, the hard and fast bottom 
line here is there are standing orders 
from the President of the United 
States of America that if another plane 
is commandeered, that that plane will 
be shot from the sky. That is a horror 
beyond imagination for the pilot with 
the order to do that, but a horror that 
they would have, to avoid even more 
mayhem on the ground. It should not 
ever come to that. Why not have this 
adequate, last line of defense, and that 
is what it is, defense. 

Some say, oh, we are worried about 
the pilot running down the cabin with 
the gun or wandering the airport with 
the gun. All of those problems can be 
resolved. It should be a defensive weap-
on in the flight deck. I urge people to 
try these stun guns. You get one shot, 
and it takes about 10 seconds to reload 
and you get another. That is not going 
to work against perhaps one or more 
than one determined terrorist trying to 
storm a flight deck. 

A legal force to repel murderous in-
tent, I believe, is justified. The bill rec-
ognizes that, but it has these defects. I 
urge the Members to support this 
amendment.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) 
and the gentleman from South Dakota 
(Mr. THUNE) and the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. BARTON) and the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. HAYES). All 
of us worked hard to craft this amend-
ment that we think improves the bill 
substantially, because it brings more 
reason to the concept of arming pilots 
as the base bill does. 

We think it is unreasonable, and I 
submit it is unreasonable, to limit the 
number of pilots who would voluntarily 
participate in this program of defense 
on airlines to 2 percent. What that 
means is that 98 percent of the other 
flights, the other pilots who are in the 
air every day, every hour, carrying us 
and our families and friends and others 
of the traveling public, are subject to 
less protection than the 2 percent 
which would be implemented under the 
base bill. So what we do is lift the cap 
of 2 percent, and we make this program 
permanent. 

I would submit, Mr. Chairman, that 
as we looked at the concept of arming 
pilots, the committee and sub-
committee of jurisdiction have ap-
proved the concept of arming pilots. So 
if it is a concept that is valid, and I be-
lieve it is, then we should not limit the 
time under which it would be imple-
mented to the multiyear term that is 
contained in the bill. So lifting the cap, 

lifting the time limitation and making 
this program permanent, as it should 
be, I think makes all the good sense in 
the world to protect the traveling pub-
lic. 

I know the committee worked hard 
to negotiate the package that is part of 
the bill as we look at it today, but I 
also think that this is an improvement 
in that package; and I believe there 
will be a strong deterrent associated in 
making more pilots available to volun-
tarily participate in the program and 
arm themselves to protect the pas-
sengers, protect against terrorism. 

So my sense is that while again, the 
concept is good in the bill, we really 
firmly protect and perfect the concept 
in our amendment. I think it makes all 
the sense to do that. 

So we should make it permanent. I 
think if there are pilots as the last line 
of defense, then there should not be a 
limitation on numbers and time for 
providing that permanent line of de-
fense to the traveling public. So our 
amendment achieves this. 

Again, I thank the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO), the gentleman 
from South Dakota (Mr. THUNE), the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BARTON), 
and the gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HAYES). I am proud to be a 
part of this effort to make this change 
and make it in a commonsense fashion, 
in a reasonable way, to make sure the 
traveling public has all of the con-
fidence in the world, as much as pos-
sible, in the dangerous world in which 
we live, that they are flying and that 
they are flying safe. Arming our pilots 
and lifting these restrictions will do 
just that. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
this amendment. I know that the spon-
sors of this amendment are very sin-
cere and very genuine in what they 
want to do. I am personally very close 
to one of them, the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. DEFAZIO), as he and I have 
participated in a number of endeavors 
over the course of the years; and I 
know that his intentions are always for 
the benefit of all Americans. But in re-
gards to this amendment, I must very 
strongly oppose it. It would just de-
stroy the delicate balance that we have 
with this bill. We have come a long 
way in compromising on this bill, and 
I think that we finally have a bill that 
we can truly say represents the will of 
the American people. 

Arming pilots with lethal weapons at 
the present time is opposed by the ad-
ministration, opposed by the Secretary 
of Transportation, and opposed by the 
Under Secretary of Transportation for 
Security. So it is questioned whether 
or not our compromise, bipartisan 
piece of legislation is ever going to 
gain the support of those individuals. 
Certainly, if this amendment would be 
accepted, the chances of those individ-
uals ever changing their position, the 
odds of their changing their positions 

would be much, much greater than 
they are today when they are not even 
in favor of it today. 

Also, the American public is not to-
tally sold on arming pilots. The issue 
definitely is in doubt. We should go 
about this slowly and in a very prudent 
manner. 

There has been an awful lot thrown 
at the TSA since we passed our legisla-
tion establishing it. They are trying to 
do the best they possibly can with ev-
erything that we have given them to 
do, but they are moving slowly. It is 
very possible that some of the deadline 
dates will have to be extended. If we 
were now to give them the authority 
and direct them to start processing ap-
proximately tens of thousands of pi-
lots, I honestly and frankly do not 
know how they could ever do it in a 
reasonable, responsible manner. Con-
sequently, I say to everyone, stick with 
the bill that we have before us. It is the 
most prudent course of action, and we 
do not want to make the skies less safe 
and less secure; and I believe this 
amendment would do that.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to join 
with my colleagues, the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. NETHERCUTT), 
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
DEFAZIO), the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BARTON), and the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. HAYES), to intro-
duce this amendment to H.R. 4635. 

We have an opportunity today with 
this amendment to improve a critically 
important piece of legislation that I 
hope becomes law as quickly as pos-
sible. As a member of the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure’s 
Subcommittee on Aviation and a co-
sponsor of the original version of H.R. 
4635, I strongly support the creation of 
a voluntary Federal program that 
would arm and train pilots to defend 
their cockpits against terrorist at-
tacks. I believe the bill that we are 
considering today creates a good 
framework for the Transportation Se-
curity Administration to implement an 
effective Federal flight deck officer 
program. However, I feel a more ag-
gressive benchmark is needed. 

In an effort to strengthen the role 
that pilots play in our airline security, 
this amendment will make three com-
monsense changes to the Arming Pilots 
Against Terrorism Act. 

First, our amendment would elimi-
nate the ceiling on the number of pi-
lots that are eligible to volunteer for 
this important program. In an effort to 
move the bill through the committee, 
the current 2 percent limit was in-
cluded in the bill; and I am certainly 
pleased, Mr. Chairman, and I admire 
the work of the gentleman from Alaska 
(Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MICA) and the distin-
guished ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), for moving this bill through the 
committee. However, I strongly believe 
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that this program needs to allow all pi-
lots to volunteer for this critical pro-
gram. 

Second, the amendment would re-
quire the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration to begin training quali-
fied volunteer pilots more quickly. 
Very simply, the sooner that there are 
armed pilots in the cockpit, the 
quicker they can respond to potential 
and future in-flight attacks. 

Lastly, the amendment would elimi-
nate the sunset for the Federal flight 
deck officer program included in the 
bill and make it permanent. Mr. Chair-
man, I believe the need for this impor-
tant program does not go away after 2 
years. 

Mr. Chairman, by arming pilots, Con-
gress can create a last line of defense 
against terrorist attacks. It is critical 
that we take every possible action to 
protect passengers in this country and 
the aviation system, and this legisla-
tion is an important component of that 
process. 

Since September 11, we have learned 
that we need to prepare for previously 
unthinkable acts of terror. This com-
monsense legislation and this common-
sense amendment gives airlines and pi-
lots an additional tool and creates the 
last line of defense against future at-
tacks. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a voluntary 
program. This is a program that pilots 
can choose to participate in. It is some-
thing that the pilots of this country 
have asked for, and I would dare say 
that anybody who uses the aviation 
system in this country and flies on a 
regular basis, there is no person that 
we put more trust and more confidence 
in than the person who is piloting that 
airplane. From the takeoff to the flight 
and the many miles in between and to 
the landing, it is important that we 
support our pilots in what they are 
asking for, and also what I believe the 
majority of the people in the country 
are asking for, and that is providing 
the last line of defense, giving those pi-
lots, those people that we entrust our 
lives to on a daily basis, an oppor-
tunity if it presents itself to be saved 
from an airplane having to be shot 
down or, worse yet, although there is 
not anything worse yet, but having 
been shot down or having to experience 
what we saw on September 11.
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So it is critically important, I be-
lieve, Mr. Chairman, that this amend-
ment be added to this important legis-
lation; that we strengthen it, that we 
put in place a provision that does not 
limit or in any way put a ceiling on the 
number of pilots who can participate in 
this program. It is a voluntary pro-
gram. 

I ask that we expedite and accelerate 
the training process, and finally, that 
we eliminate the sunset provisions so 
this program can continue long after 
the 2 years has expired. I believe it will 
have a deterrent effect and it will send 
a very, very strong message to the ter-

rorists around the world who would 
commit acts of terrorism against the 
people of this country that they are 
going to be dealing with a system that 
is completely armed and ready to deal 
with any type of terrorist attack. 

So I ask my colleagues here to sup-
port this amendment to make this leg-
islation stronger, and then to move it 
out of this Chamber and hopefully on 
the President’s desk, and to get a sig-
nature so we can begin to implement 
these provisions. 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

First of all, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Chairman YOUNG) 
and the gentleman from Florida 
(Chairman MICA) and the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) and 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPIN-
SKI) for their hard work and coopera-
tion in developing this compromise, 
and I want to stress, compromise legis-
lation. There are many tough decisions 
that had to be made by members of the 
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

The terrible acts of September 11 
changed our perspective on how we pro-
tect our air passengers and citizens. 
The traveling public wants and de-
serves to be safe while traveling. In my 
home State of Florida, we rely heavily 
on tourists as the base of our economy, 
and we need to ensure for people that it 
is safe to fly. 

Arming our pilots is a monumental 
action by this Congress, and it is a per-
fect example of why it is so important 
for us to decide policy through 
thoughtful deliberation and debate. We 
are beginning to undertake one of the 
most significant changes in our Na-
tion’s government. As we begin to de-
velop the Department of Homeland Se-
curity, we should not be concerned 
about when we get it done; we should 
be concerned about whether this new 
agency is going to serve the best inter-
ests of the American public. 

We have seen too many examples 
where the TSA has lacked communica-
tion with the local government or the 
airports, and it is very important that 
we have communications working with 
the local governments as far as this 
new agency is concerned. 

The high percentage of missed weap-
ons in the recent TSA undercover oper-
ation shows us how much we need to 
improve passenger safety programs. 
Arming pilots is one small step, but we 
still have a lot of work to do. I look 
forward to working with my colleagues 
on the committee, as well as DOT and 
the airline industry, in striving to pro-
vide the safest and most efficient air 
transportation system for the traveling 
public. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

(Mr. PAUL asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment, but I would 
like to mention that this is essentially 
the same amendment that I had pre-
pared to offer, an amendment that I 
put into the RECORD 2 days ago. But I 
will support this amendment because it 
is essentially doing what I was anxious 
to do. 

Shortly after 9–11, as a matter of 
fact, on September 17, I introduced leg-
islation into this body, H.R. 2896. It 
would have taken care of this problem 
in a more conclusive way, and it would 
have removed all the prohibitions and 
legalized, once again, the right of prop-
erty owners to defend their property. 

Of course, that would be the ultimate 
solution, as far as I am concerned, be-
cause we are moving in a direction, un-
fortunately, towards more dependence 
on government and government regula-
tion, and government programs that 
allow weapons in a cockpit. 

An example I like to use, which I 
think is an accurate example, if we 
look at the inner cities, guns are de-
nied to the citizens. There are a lot of 
police and there is a lot of crime. If we 
look to the suburbs and the rural areas, 
there are essentially no police, there 
are a lot of guns in the homes, and 
there are essentially no crimes. 

That principle should be applied to 
the airlines. It should be applied be-
cause guns can prevent crime, and we 
should allow them to be placed in the 
hands of the owners. I have a tie that 
is a favorite tie of mine, and it has a 
picture of the Bill of Rights, but it has 
a stamp over it which says, ‘‘void 
where prohibited by law.’’ I think we 
do too much of that around here. 

A lot of times I get support from the 
other side of the aisle when they see 
the prohibitions that our legislation 
places on the First Amendment. Like-
wise, I get a lot of support when I 
would like to reduce the prohibitions 
on the Fourth Amendment in the area 
of privacy. Unfortunately, since 9–11, 
we have moved in the wrong direction. 
We are making more prohibitions by 
law on our Bill of Rights. 

In this case we are moving in the 
right direction because we are trying 
to remove some prohibitions that are 
limiting our Second Amendment 
rights. Our job here in the Congress 
should be to protect the Second 
Amendment, never to get in the way of 
the Second Amendment. This is why, 
although this amendment improves the 
bill and the bill is moving in that di-
rection, I can support it, but we ought 
to do a lot more. 

Another example of how private 
property could work was the recent ex-
ample at LAX Airport. Private owners 
of an airline assumed responsibility for 
security at the gate. Many lives were 
probably saved with El Al guards, pri-
vate guards with private weapons, that 
tragically are denied to American air-
lines. Because of an agreement between 
one foreign airline and the U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation, it has been 

VerDate jun 06 2002 01:07 Jul 11, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00024 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K10JY7.051 pfrm15 PsN: H10PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4455July 10, 2002
given permission to protect their peo-
ple better than we are allowed to pro-
tect ourselves. That to me just seems 
downright foolish, and I think we in 
the Congress should demand our rights 
of the Second Amendment and insist 
on the responsibility of property own-
ers to protect their property and to 
protect our lives. 

We are moving in that direction, and 
El Al deserves definite compliments, 
but we deserve deep scrutiny. Why do 
we permit a foreign airline to provide 
more security for their people than we 
are allowed in our country? 

The best step in the world, of course, 
would be to pass my bill, H.R. 2896, 
which would just legalize once again 
the Second Amendment and allow our 
airlines to make the decision, and let 
the people decide. The airlines that 
say, we have guns in the cockpit, I 
would go fly that airline; if they say 
no, we do not believe in guns, let it be. 

We need to, once again, believe in 
America, believe in freedom, believe in 
the Bill of Rights, and let the people 
take care of so many of these problems 
instead of getting in the way. This bill, 
fortunately, is helping to get the gov-
ernment out of the way. That is why I 
support it.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to commend the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure for bringing this bill to the 
floor. I want to commend the ranking 
member, the full committee chairman, 
the ranking subcommittee member, 
and the subcommittee chairman for 
this. It is an excellent piece of legisla-
tion, but, like most bills, it can be im-
proved. 

The district that I represent down in 
Texas includes D-FW airport, which is 
one of the hub airports in our great Na-
tion. I am very close to Love Field, 
which is the hub airport for Southwest 
Airlines. I could be proven wrong on 
this, but I guess my estimate is that 
there are more pilots who live in my 
congressional district than any other 
district in the country. 

As soon as we had the terrible trag-
edy back in September, my pilots 
began to come to me personally and 
collectively and in town meetings say-
ing that they would like to have the 
right to carry a firearm in the cockpit. 
I support that right. It is guaranteed 
under the Constitution, the Second 
Amendment. We have had several 
pieces of legislation that have passed 
since September 11, and there have 
been numerous ways to try to give that 
right to the pilots. 

The underlying bill before us would 
allow that in a limited fashion. The 
amendment that is sponsored by the 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO), 
myself, the gentleman from South Da-
kota (Mr. THUNE), and the gentleman 

from Washington (Mr. NETHERCUTT) 
would remove that 2 percent cap, it 
would make the program permanent, 
and it would accelerate the training of 
qualified pilots. 

I would like to point out that this is 
a voluntary program. We are not forc-
ing a pilot to carry a weapon if he or 
she feels that they do not need to or do 
not want to. The pilots have to be 
trained. The pilots have to be certified. 
But as someone who has flown over 3 
million miles, air miles on commercial 
airliners since I became a United 
States Representative in 1985, I can tell 
Members that as a passenger, I feel 
more comfortable if I know that the pi-
lots at a minimum have the right to 
carry a weapon, and hopefully, are car-
rying that weapon and exercising that 
right. It makes the terrorists’ job that 
much more difficult, should they in 
some way gain entry into the airplane 
or into the cockpit. 

Most of our pilots are former mili-
tary flyers, so they are very com-
fortable with firearms. Again, they 
have to be trained. 

I think this is an excellent amend-
ment. I would point out that a survey 
that was done back in October by the 
Air Line Pilots Association and by 
United Seniors Association, USA, this 
was done by the Winston Group in Oc-
tober of 2001, shows that 75 percent of 
Americans favor arming airline pilots, 
and 49 percent say they would switch 
to an airline that allows its pilots to be 
armed. More than half said they would 
be willing to pay extra to fly on a plane 
where they knew the pilot had a fire-
arm. 

Interestingly enough, 78 percent of 
married women with children would 
support arming our pilots, and 77 per-
cent of adults over 55. 

So at least in this survey taken last 
fall, there was overwhelming support. I 
believe, if this amendment comes to a 
roll call vote, we will see overwhelming 
support on the House floor. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from South Dakota (Mr. THUNE), the 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO), 
and the gentleman from Washington 
(Mr. NETHERCUTT) for working with me 
to bring forth this amendment, and I 
hope we adopt it expeditiously. 

Mr. Chairman, I include for the 
RECORD information on the survey I re-
ferred to earlier. 

The document referred to is as fol-
lows:
ALLIED PILOTS ASSOCIATION, UNITED 

SENIORS ASSOCIATION, 
October 17, 2001. 

NEW NATIONAL SURVEY SHOWS OVER-
WHELMING PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR ARMING 
AIRLINE PILOTS 

SUPPORT STRONGEST AMONG WOMEN, SENIORS; 
TRAVELERS WOULD SWITCH TO AIRLINES THAT 
ARM ITS PILOTS 
WASHINGTON, DC.—A new national survey 

commissioned by the Allied Pilots Associa-
tion and United Seniors Association and con-
ducted by The Winston Group, will be re-
leased today, Wednesday, October 17, 2001. 
The survey reveals the biggest concerns of 
airline passengers and what security meas-

ures the government needs to take now to 
reassure the traveling public that it is again 
safe to fly. 

75% of Americans favor arming airline pi-
lots. 

49% of those surveyed would switch to an 
airline that armed its pilots. 

More than half (51%) would be willing to 
pay up to $25 per ticket to pay for new secu-
rity measures. 

78% of married women with children sup-
port arming airline pilots. 

77% of adults 55 and older support arming 
airline pilots. 

The Airline Passenger Security Survey was 
conducted October 9–10, 2001 with 800 reg-
istered voters across the nation. Margin of 
error is +/¥3.46

Last week, the United States Senate 
passed the Aviation Security Act and the 
U.S. House of Representatives will be debat-
ing these issues shortly. 

‘‘We hope the House considers these impor-
tant views of American people when crafting 
their bill on airline security,’’ said Charlie 
Jarvis, President and CEO of United Seniors 
Association. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, my heart is with the 
proponents of this amendment, but my 
vote must reluctantly be with those 
with whom I have agreed to com-
promise, so I rise in opposition to this 
amendment. 

Some of the things that have been 
said by the proponents of this amend-
ment are correct, and all pilots should 
have the ability to defend themselves. 
However, in our system, nobody gets 
their way 100 percent. 

Although it has been delightful to see 
some of the Members who were on the 
other side of the issue scampering to 
get back to my original proposal, it is 
always great to see Members in this 
body do a 180-degree turn back in the 
direction of the proposal which I had 
advocated in the first place, but none-
theless, we have thought this out. We 
learned some experiences from passing 
legislation in the heat of passion and in 
the heat of circumstances post-Sep-
tember 11. 

We have heard that the Transpor-
tation Security Administration, which 
we created, which we gave far too 
many tasks to, which we tried to argue 
against but we lost that debate, we do 
not want to make the same mistake 
now in giving TSA any more than they 
can put on their platter. 

The chairman of the subcommittee 
on the Committee on Appropriations 
was quoted a month ago saying that 
TSA is in chaos. We do not want to add 
to that chaos. Members have already 
heard how their finances are stretched. 
Therefore, we came up with a com-
promise that allows 2 percent. It does 
not sound like a lot, but it can be as 
many as 1,400 pilots to be trained on a 
voluntary basis with the specifications 
of weapons, of storage of weapons, of 
every detail involved in the process of 
defending the cabin and the cockpit. I 
think that is a reasonable compromise. 
I think this is a reasoned and well-
thought-out approach. 

Mr. Chairman, my colleagues have to 
understand, too, that TSA, the Trans-
portation Security Administration, has 
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the ability to put a rule in place today, 
before the day is out. We gave in our 
unprecedented legislation, signed by 
the President November 19, we gave 
them the ability to do this today. They 
have not done that, and shame on them 
for not doing that. That is why we are 
here as policymakers, to put that in 
place. 

We have not eliminated that possi-
bility, but we have only put in place a 
beginning program. I think the pro-
gram will work. I think it is well 
thought out. 

So, again, it is with reluctance that I 
oppose this to honor the agreement 
that we have come forward with, which 
I think is a good agreement. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICA. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. A friendly in-
quiry, Mr. Chairman. I am reading the 
underlying bill. In the bill that is on 
the floor, section 128, which has the 
section that the gentleman was allud-
ing to that would give TSA the author-
ity to do the rule, it is repealed. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I would tell 
the gentleman that, no, we would re-
peal that, but we replace it with this 
provision. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. It is to be re-
placed? 

Mr. MICA. Yes. So we do have that 
ability. I want to clarify that. That 
may appear to be contradictory, but in 
fact we are putting this in this par-
ticular provision.

b 1315 

Again, I think it is well thought out, 
I think it gives us the ability to defend 
the cockpit. And a terrorist will not 
know, a terrorist will not know which 
of these pilots are armed, but they will 
know that we as a Congress have acted 
and allowed some of those pilots to be 
armed. They will not know how many 
air marshals are on what plane either, 
but they will know there will be air 
marshals. They will know there will be 
another line of defense. 

So, again, I think this is a good be-
ginning. I think it is a good com-
promise. I want to honor the com-
promise that we have so carefully 
crafted. Again, I rise in reluctant oppo-
sition to the amendment offered by my 
friends, the DeFazio-Thune-Nethercutt 
amendment.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise without reluc-
tance with great concern about this 
amendment in opposition to it. I have 
no hesitation at all in opposing this 
amendment, with great respect for the 
sincerity with which its authors come 
forward. But the road to destruction is 
paved with good intentions and sin-
cerity, and we would be on a road to 
very serious problems with this amend-
ment. 

As the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
MICA) has said and as the gentleman 

from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) officially in 
his remarks has said, the bill before us 
today is the product of a very carefully 
thought through, debated, negotiated 
compromise, like most legislation that 
passes this House. In this case we have 
the benefit of the best ideas from both 
sides of the aisle coming together in 
support of a bill that both sides of the 
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure can support this far and 
no farther. 

Now, the idea of creating a perma-
nent program to arm pilots as com-
pared to the bill which has a 2-year ex-
perimental program would totally undo 
this agreement. I could not support the 
bill should this pass. 

Then the bill, I think, would not pass 
because I think there is great reluc-
tance among Members on both sides of 
the aisle about the issue of arming pi-
lots. There is, as was expressed by a 
previous speaker, the gentleman from 
Illinois, the public is not at all sure 
about this idea of arming pilots. In 
fact, time and again travelers aboard 
aircraft have asked me with some trep-
idation in their voice about having 
guns in the cockpit. 

We have achieved a balance between 
those in this body who are vehemently 
opposed to arming flight deck crews 
and those who are vigorously in sup-
port of it, those who are in between. 
There are reservations on both sides. I 
think the bill before us balances the 
equity. Expanding the basic program to 
an unlimited number of commercial pi-
lots within such a short time frame 
would frankly undermine aviation se-
curity in general. This would mean, 
passage of this amendment would mean 
training tens of thousands of commer-
cial pilots to carry guns. 

The Transportation and Security Ad-
ministration already is having a dif-
ficult time training the airport secu-
rity check point personnel. They have 
not been deployed at airports around 
this country. How in heaven’s name are 
they going to take on the additional 
task of training tens of thousands of 
commercial pilots? They have not fully 
trained the Federal air marshals nec-
essary to put them on board all flights. 
There just simply is not going to be 
enough personnel. There is not going to 
be enough time or money to train such 
a vast number of personnel. 

I listened with great interest as the 
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS), chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Transportation of the Committee on 
Appropriations, addressed the issue of 
costs. Based on Congressional Budget 
Office estimates of some 70,000, their 
estimate is 100 percent of the 70,000 pi-
lots. That is a low number. I think 
there are more like 85,000 commercial 
pilots. If you do 100 percent training, 
the cost estimate is $560 million a year. 
Well, we do not have unlimited dollars 
to address this issue. There is not 
enough money in the aviation security 
charge that we have imposed upon air 
travelers to cover that cost. There is 
not enough money to do all the other 

things that we are attempting to do 
that I think have a much higher pri-
ority than training flight deck crews. 

We have a solid approach, sensible 
approach, a step-by-step approach. Let 
us take this 2-year pilot program, 
make sure that it works, make sure 
that under the circumstances we have 
set forth it will be effective, and let us 
not go beyond that point. Oppose this 
amendment.

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong 
support of the DeFazio-Nethercutt-
Thune-Barton amendment. I appreciate 
very much the effort that our chair-
man, the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
MICA) and the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) have put into 
crafting a compromise. Their efforts 
are well intended and we are moving in 
the right direction, but the amendment 
before us today will take their good 
work and expand it. This will provide 
true security at a moment’s notice, de-
terrence that will mean something 
that can be clearly understood and will 
provide a tremendous boost to both the 
confidence and the security of the fly-
ing public. 

There are three things I want to 
mention briefly here. When an airplane 
leaves the ground, all the passengers 
and the crew are entirely dependent on 
the ability of the pilot to maintain 
control of the aircraft. Over 70 percent 
of the pilots and the majority of the 
public at large overwhelmingly agree 
that properly trained pilots should 
have the opportunity to carry a fire-
arm. 

If I might address my friend, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota’s comments 
about the training part of the bill. As I 
understand it, it allows appropriate 
training for the pilots to be armed. Of 
course, they will be experienced. They 
will have proper training. Training for 
the pilot is far different. This is about 
someone coming through the cockpit 
door. This is not about someone un-
identified rising in a seat, perhaps 
coming out of a lavatory. The type of 
training and level of training is far less 
and, consequently, in my opinion, far 
less expensive than it would be to train 
a sky marshal. 

At the same time, let me stress that 
the training they would receive would 
be appropriate. It would be sufficient, 
and it would also be very relevant to 
the task that you hope that they would 
never be called on to perform. Also, 
this is volunteer pilots. It increases the 
number of participants in the program. 
It is clearly more effective and more 
helpful than asking passengers to take 
their shoes off in a random fashion and 
checking them. 

A potential terrorist who knows that 
the pilot is armed and trained to deal 
with anyone who comes to the door to 
take over control of that aircraft and 
uses a weapon, that is a deterrent. 
That is a real deterrent. 

Lastly, the amendment will accel-
erate the training of qualified pilots by 
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requiring TSA to begin training the 
qualified pilots within 2 months of en-
acting the legislation. I also might add 
this keeps the under secretary, who has 
expressed some disfavor for this 
project, from stopping it arbitrarily in 
2 years. 

This is a good amendment and it can 
make a good bill even better. I urge 
support for the Barton-Thune amend-
ment. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to enter into 
a colloquy with the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MICA). First of all, I want-
ed to thank the gentleman and the 
ranking member and all the committee 
members for what they have done and 
for the gentleman’s leadership on this 
important legislation. I am proud to be 
a cosponsor of the bill so I certainly 
support the gentleman’s efforts. 

Our airline pilots are already en-
trusted with every passenger on their 
aircraft, so it stands to reason that 
they be entrusted to serve as respon-
sible Federal flight deck officers. All 
we have to do is ensure they receive 
the proper training, and with that in 
mind, I would like to request that we 
clarify the training aspect of the bill. 

As the chairman knows, the bill 
states ‘‘the Under Secretary shall base 
requirements for training on the stand-
ards applicable to Federal air mar-
shals.’’ 

The Federal air marshals conduct 
their training at the Federal Law En-
forcement Training Center, FLETC. 
However, this bill simply states that 
the pilots’ training should be con-
ducted at ‘‘a facility approved by the 
Under Secretary.’’ 

Since FLETC is already the approved 
Federal training facility for the Fed-
eral air marshals, I am sure the gen-
tleman would agree that this is appro-
priate to designate FLETC as an ap-
proved training facility for the Federal 
flight deck officer program. I request 
that the record reflect our intent to 
designate the Federal Law Enforce-
ment Training Center as an approved 
training facility for both the Federal 
air marshal program and the Federal 
flight deck officer program. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KINGSTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I agree 
with the gentleman from Georgia on 
this important issue of training stand-
ardization for our Federal flight deck 
officers and also for our Federal air 
marshals. The Federal Law Enforce-
ment Training Center should be des-
ignated as an approved training facil-
ity for both the Federal Air Marshal 
Program and also for the Federal 
Flight Deck Officer program.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I first rise to state 
that I am opposed to the amendment, 

but as you will see in a moment, I am 
also opposed to the bill but not for the 
reasons you may think. 

I am not fundamentally opposed to 
the idea of arming pilots in the cockpit 
as a last line of the defense against a 
terrorist attack on an airplane. The 
safety and security of the flying public 
is a central concern to us all, and a 
well-trained, armed pilot could be a 
valuable asset in defending ourselves 
against terrorist acts. Moreover, the 
bipartisan bill approved by the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure addresses a number of the 
logistical and procedural issues for im-
plementing a program for arming pi-
lots, even if it leaves most of the 
sticky details to the TSA. 

I must say that I am skeptical of the 
ability of the Transportation Security 
Administration to develop adequate 
procedures for this complicated process 
of safely getting a firearm on and off 
an airplane and securing it in the cock-
pit without incident. Let us hope that 
they can successfully answer many of 
the questions we do not firmly work 
out in this bill. 

In summary, I am not fundamentally 
opposed to this bill. In fact, I have con-
sistently voted against any measures 
to control firearms. But let me just 
say, having said all of that, that H.R. 
4635 still has at least one fatal flaw and 
a few minor ones that prevents me 
from voting for it. The problem: the 
bill does not give the airlines a choice 
on whether their pilots, their employ-
ees, can carry guns on the airline’s 
planes. 

We have heard from the public. We 
have heard from the pilots. We have 
heard from the flight attendants. And 
we have responded to these groups, but 
we have shut out the airlines. This is 
entirely inappropriate. 

The Federal Government should not 
mandate that a reluctant airline be re-
quired to allow one of its pilots to 
carry a firearm on board one of its 
planes. I acknowledge that we often 
tell employers what to do, such as how 
to treat employees and how to handle 
safety and security matters. However, I 
am not aware of any instance where 
the Federal Government has told an 
employer you have to let your employ-
ees carry guns to work if they want to. 

We do not tell bus companies that 
they have to let their drivers carry 
weapons, but buses have been the sub-
ject of terrorist attacks. We do not tell 
rail service companies that they have 
to let their engineers carry weapons on 
their trains, but they are subject to 
terrorist attacks. We do not tell banks, 
gas stations or convenience stores that 
they have to allow their tellers or em-
ployees to carry firearms at work in 
case they face a robbery. In fact, my 
home State of Michigan, like the State 
of Texas, has passed a concealed-carry 
weapons law, but even those broadly 
permissive laws do not force an em-
ployer to permit an employee to carry 
a weapon while at work. In fact, they 
very specifically, in their language, 

allow employers to exempt the work-
place as a place where employees may 
carry their guns.

b 1330 
This bill does precisely the opposite 

of what those concealed-carry permis-
sive laws do. 

The airlines have indicated that they 
are opposed to allowing guns in their 
cockpit. We are depriving them of their 
voice in this important matter. This is 
wrong, and for this reason I will not 
vote in favor of this bill. 

I have two other concerns about this 
bill as well. One is the total cost for 
implementation of the test program 
which, according to the CBO estimate, 
is $47 million. This money could be bet-
ter spent on other security measures, 
such as securing cockpit doors and 
bulkheads. 

In addition, if this test program is 
broadened to include all pilots, how 
many millions of dollars will it cost to 
provide them the proper training and 
to implement the necessary proce-
dures? The increased TSA spending 
that we are deciding today will result 
once again in higher taxes on the fly-
ing public, at a time in which we are 
already seeing the detriment to flying 
that security fees and taxes are having 
on the aviation economy. 

My final objection to H.R. 4635 is 
that it exposes the Federal Govern-
ment to massive amounts of potential 
liability. Under the bill’s language, a 
Federal flight deck officer is treated as 
a Federal employee for purposes of li-
ability. If an armed pilot accidentally 
shoots a passenger that posed no threat 
to the aircraft, the Federal Govern-
ment could be on the hook for a huge 
amount. 

There are a number of other situa-
tions that could lead to potential li-
ability. For example, a pilot could im-
properly respond to a mentally de-
ranged passenger attacking the cock-
pit. This very situation was faced by 
pilots on United Airlines Flight 855 
from Miami to Buenos Aires in Feb-
ruary of this year. Or a pilot could ac-
cidentally discharge a weapon in a 
scuffle with an intruder or injure an in-
nocent passenger or flight attendant 
or, even worse, the pilot could use the 
weapon in a perfectly lawful manner to 
overcome a terrorist, but do so in an 
improper way which results in crew or 
passenger death or, in the worst pos-
sible case, the plane going down. 

Coupled with the costs of imple-
menting this program, this potentially 
enormous liability makes this bill fi-
nancially irresponsible. 

For these reasons, the fact that we 
are forcing airlines to allow their pi-
lots to carry guns, the fact that the 
program is very expensive, and the fact 
that the Federal Government is ex-
posed to extremely high liability, I am 
opposed to this bill. I urge its defeat.

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

First of all, I would like to commend 
the committee and the chairman of the 

VerDate jun 06 2002 01:07 Jul 11, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00027 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K10JY7.058 pfrm15 PsN: H10PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4458 July 10, 2002
committee and the chairman of the 
subcommittee on this legislation for 
moving us in the right direction. 

I would like to point out, however, 
first of all, I am in support of the 
Thune-DeFazio-Nethercutt amendment 
and I would like to suggest why. 

As was stated earlier, that the under-
lying amendment makes a provision 
for 250 pilots to be trained, as such, if 
we use the lower number that was dis-
cussed earlier as to the total number of 
pilots that would be part of that over-
all pool, which would be 70,000 pilots, 
we are talking about training 0.4 per-
cent of America’s commercial pilots in 
this program. That would mean that 
99.6 percent of pilots would not be 
trained. Therefore, a significant num-
ber and the overall majority of flights 
every single day would not be covered 
as a result of this training program. 

It was mentioned earlier that the 
road to destruction is paved with good 
intentions, and I would agree with 
that, and I would like to share with the 
Members of the House one of those 
noble intentions that was discussed 
with me by General Ralph Eberhart, 
the commander in chief of the North 
American Aerospace Defense Command 
in a recent Committee on Armed Serv-
ices hearing. 

I asked General Eberhart what hap-
pened on September 11 when it was de-
termined that the fourth plane, Flight 
93, which crashed in Pennsylvania, may 
in fact have been aiming to target our 
Nation’s capital. I asked, what were 
the actions that NORAD had con-
templated? 

General Eberhart stated the fol-
lowing: ‘‘At that time, the authority 
was passed, if we believed that, in fact, 
it constituted a threat to people on the 
ground, that we could take action to 
shoot it down. 

‘‘The decision was made rather than 
to go out and try to meet this airplane 
to stay over New York City and Wash-
ington, D.C., in case, if we left it un-
covered, there was another airplane 
coming. So had we seen it continue to-
ward one of those metropolitan areas 
or we were sure it was going to another 
metropolitan area, be it Baltimore or 
whatever, we would have engaged the 
airplane and shot it down.’’ 

He went on to say: ‘‘Obviously, we’re 
always hoping, and we do not want to 
do that until the last minute because 
we were hoping that, as those brave 
souls attempted, that maybe they re-
gained control of the aircraft or that 
the skyjackers changed their mind. So 
we don’t want to do this prematurely, 
and we want to see a hostile act, and 
we want to see it pose a threat. 

‘‘So we take this action after a lot of 
deliberation and to ensure that we 
have no other option. But we were pre-
pared and we would have been able to 
shoot that aircraft down had we needed 
to.’’ 

I then asked General Eberhart: ‘‘Gen-
eral, there is still an action item that 
your command may be responsible for 
doing something similar to what was 

contemplated on September 11th, are 
you not? That is still a possibility?’’ 

General Eberhart said, ‘‘Regrettably, 
I’m afraid that’s always going to be a 
possibility now. We redefined it on 9–11, 
and we now train for that. We’ve estab-
lished the procedures for that. We exer-
cise for that, hoping that that would 
never happen. But hope’s not a good 
strategy.’’ 

The road to destruction is, in fact, 
paved with good intentions. It is the 
intention of the North American Aero-
space Defense Command to shoot down 
a commercial airliner, and they train 
for that if it is determined that that 
commercial airliner, if the pilots 
aboard have lost control of that air-
liner and that airliner is going to be 
used in a similar activity such as 9–11. 

I think it would be a good intention 
today of Congress to take us down an-
other road, not a path to destruction, 
as is the case with scrambled F–16s 
armed with Sidewinder and Sparrow 
missiles, but rather, takes us down a 
path that allows the pilots in the cock-
pit, not 0.4 percent of pilots in the 
cockpit, but 100 percent of pilots in the 
cockpit, who volunteer to be the last 
line of defense for passengers traveling 
across the air these days. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the full 
House support the Thune-DeFazio 
amendment.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I support not only the 
underlying bill but the DeFazio-Thune 
amendment, and let me tell my col-
leagues why. 

I spoke a little bit on the bill itself. 
Two percent is a good step, and I com-
mend the chairman and the ranking 
member. And we had 70 percent of our 
pilots qualified up to 1987; as a matter 
of fact, our mail planes required that a 
weapon was carried to protect it prior. 
And so that is in place. 

I disagreed with one of the Members 
that spoke earlier that we do not man-
date different folks. Very seldom can 
we take a car or in a post office or 
something like that and kill 3- to 10,000 
people at one time. If we save one air-
plane, if we save one lawsuit, if one life 
that is lost, we are going to more than 
pay for this program. 

I support, 100 percent. I do not think 
that we will ever get to 100 percent, but 
all that does is allow the airlines of 
those people that are qualified. And I 
would demand strict regimentation in 
the actual training because I do not be-
lieve everyone should be allowed to 
carry a gun on an airplane because 
they are not predisposed either psycho-
logically or physically to do so. I do 
not believe everybody is. A large por-
tion of our airline pilots today are 
former Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps, 
Coast Guard, and I think they are pre-
disposed to do that; they have carried 
those kinds of weapons. But our pas-
sengers deserve to feel safe. 

As my colleague mentioned, a wide 
array of security, starting with INS 

and Homeland Security, to when I go 
through, I had a knee preplacement I 
have to end up doing this every time at 
the airport and take my shoes off. It is 
a pain, but I have to look at the alter-
native, and I am glad they are doing 
that job. But on that airplane, once I 
get on that airplane, like the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) 
spoke about, I have seen the cockpit 
door open, and it is vulnerable. 

As a pilot with over 10,000 hours of 
flying both civilian and military air-
planes, I know that I would never take 
that airplane and fly it into a building. 
Al Qaeda knows that, also. So the first 
thing they are going to do is cut the 
throat of that pilot and kill him and 
they are going to take over the air-
plane. 

As a pilot, I would want to feel a last 
line of defense. I hope they stop it in 
all the other places. I hope a marshal, 
which I support flying with the air-
planes, would stop it. I hope a Kevlar 
door would stop it, but once that fails, 
if we have got a pilot inside that air-
plane that is armed, it is going to 
deter, as a last line of defense. Or even 
if those guys overtake the airplane and 
they are using an ax to get through 
that door, we know that airplane is not 
going to be used against New York or 
any other target in this thing. 

I feel very, very strong about that, 
and the fact that we need to pass this 
kind of legislation. 

The gentleman talks about costs. 
Tell me one family member in New 
York who would worry about costs or 
one passenger that jumps on these air-
planes that would worry about costs. 
Our lives have changed for good in this 
country, forever, and unless we take up 
the challenge, these rascals are going 
to attack us. 

I serve on the Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence, and I truly 
believe we stand a 100 percent chance 
this year of being struck by al Qaeda, 
100 percent, because these rascals are 
out there collating in all these dif-
ferent countries and raising money and 
raising arms. And it may not be an air-
plane because we are vulnerable in 
other areas. 

If this amendment does not pass, I 
hope it does, I have got an amendment 
to strike it to 25 percent. I am not 
going to offer that because I do not 
want to take away from the gentleman 
from Oregon’s (Mr. DEFAZIO) and the 
gentleman from South Dakota’s (Mr. 
THUNE) amendment and have people 
split off from it. But this is a well-
crafted, well-designed amendment that 
will supply security for citizens of this 
country, not just airline passengers, 
but for the people on the ground as 
well. 

I thank the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DEFAZIO) and the Members that 
support this.

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

I would like to engage our distin-
guished chairman of the subcommittee 
in a colloquy, if I may. 
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The Aviation and Transportation Se-

curity Act, passed last year, provided 
airlines with the option of deploying 
less-than-lethal technology as part of 
their security procedure enhancements 
with the approval of the Transpor-
tation Security Administration. To 
date, have any airlines been granted 
permission to employ this nonlethal 
technology. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KIRK. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I do not be-
lieve that the Transportation Security 
Administration has yet developed a 
process to review these applications at 
this time. 

Mr. KIRK. As we today initiate this 
important pilot program to allow the 
use of firearms by flight crews, is it not 
also appropriate that the TSA expedite 
the implementation of less-than-lethal 
security plans when requested by the 
airlines? 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield, certainly the air-
lines and the flight crews should be 
given the tools they feel are appro-
priate to protect themselves and their 
passengers, and that is why we have set 
the 90-day deadline for the Transpor-
tation Security Administration to 
issue a decision on applications from 
carriers to utilize less-than-lethal 
technology. 

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Chairman, is the gen-
tleman aware of the request from 
United Airlines to the Transportation 
Security Administration to begin 
equipping properly trained flight crews 
with less-than-lethal technology in the 
form of Taser guns? 

Mr. MICA. If the gentleman will yield 
again, I am aware that United has 
made such an application. 

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Chairman, would the 
gentleman agree that in light of this 
important legislation we are preparing 
to pass today, it would be in the best 
interest of enhanced security at our 
Nation’s airlines for the TSA to ap-
prove appropriate applications to allow 
flight crews this extra measure of pro-
tection while we undertake this addi-
tional pilot program to evaluate the 
use of firearms on aircraft? 

Mr. MICA. Again, if the gentleman 
would yield, I absolutely agree that as 
long as an airline has developed the ap-
propriate training program and has the 
proper protocols ready to implement, 
that the TSA should quickly approve 
the airline’s application to enhance se-
curity of their personnel and their pas-
sengers. 

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman for his responses. 

Right now, an application is pending 
before the Department of Transpor-
tation Secretary Mineta. If approved, 
it offers an immediate way to upgrade 
flight deck security using nonlethal 
technology. And I thank the chairman 
for his leadership, and I hope and urge 
the Department of Transportation to 
move quickly on this application and 

approve the use of nonlethal tech-
nology on the flight deck.

b 1345 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
FOSSELLA). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 6 of rule XVIII, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
DEFAZIO) will be postponed. 
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. HOSTETTLER 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. 
HOSTETTLER:

Page 5, strike lines 18 through 21. 
Page 5, line 22, strike ‘‘(5)’’ and insert 

‘‘(4)’’. 
Page 6, line 1, strike ‘‘(6)’’ and insert ‘‘(5)’’. 

(Mr. HOSTETTLER asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, 
once again I would like to thank the 
committee for the legislation that is 
before us and that we are moving in 
the right way. 

The amendment that I offer at this 
time strikes the language in this bill 
that gives preferential treatment to pi-
lots who were former military or 
former law enforcement personnel. 

Mr. Chairman, in order for us to de-
termine whether this program really 
works, I believe that we should have a 
better cross-section of pilots. I would 
like to open this legislation up to all 
pilots. Since this bill creates a training 
program, there is no reason to dis-
criminate against those pilots who 
truly want to provide a safe environ-
ment for their passengers. 

Why not allow all pilots to carry fire-
arms if they so choose? Had the pilots 
of the four airplanes that were com-
mandeered on September 11 been car-
rying side arms, the hijackers, armed 
with box cutters, might not have been 
successful in their mission. 

The American people support the 
idea. In a Time-CNN poll conducted 
just weeks after the September 11 ter-
rorist attacks, 61 percent said they fa-
vored allowing pilots to carry guns. 
Two more recent polls, conducted by 
the Wilson Center and the Winston 
Group, found support for arming pilots 
has risen to 75 percent. Airline pilots 
themselves overwhelmingly favor this 
option. The Nation’s five largest pilots 
unions, representing 90,000 pilots, sent 
a letter to President Bush seeking his 
‘‘assistance in the immediate develop-
ment and implementation of a program 
to defend the American traveling pub-
lic with voluntary armed pilots.’’ 

The pilots make the very good point 
that they are the first line of deter-
rence and the last line of defense for 
their aircraft. And few professionals 
are better equipped to be armed. Pilots 
endure rigorous screening before they 
can work for a major airline. There is 
every reason to believe that all of these 
professionals have the ability to pro-
tect their planes. Most importantly, we 
already entrust pilots daily with the 
lives of hundreds of men, women, and 
children on airplanes weighing 450,000 
pounds, traveling 530 miles per hour, 
carrying 24,000 gallons of fuel, while 
flying 7 miles above the Earth. 

Clearly, these are responsible and 
trustworthy professionals. And wheth-
er they have a background in the mili-
tary or law enforcement, they should 
be allowed to carry weapons and to be 
trained properly to carry weapons and 
to defend their airliners from potential 
terrorist attack. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask my colleagues to 
support the amendment. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to this amendment. Again, we 
have tried to work out a bipartisan 
agreement. I think the gentleman from 
Indiana is well-intended in offering his 
amendment; but unfortunately, it has 
not been agreed to as part of this pack-
age. 

This amendment, as I understand it, 
would eliminate a key section of the 
underlying bill, the selection pref-
erence that is granted to pilots who 
have former military or law enforce-
ment experience. We think this is ex-
tremely important because we know 
that many of our pilots have previous 
military experience. They already have 
handled weapons and arms. They know 
how to defend themselves and have had 
extensive training. The same is true 
with law enforcement individuals. 

Those who have had experience more 
than likely have had experience with 
weapons, arming themselves, defensive 
measures; and we think that, again, 
this invaluable experience will be help-
ful in defending the cockpit, in learn-
ing the new procedures that are re-
quired as established under the guide-
lines of the TSA. So we think it is es-
sential that having this selection proc-
ess and giving preference to both mili-
tary and law enforcement personnel, 
those who have had that experience, 
makes perfect sense. 

When the determination as to which 
pilots are qualified to participate in 
the Federal flight deck program is 
being made, previous experience with a 
firearm should absolutely be taken 
into consideration. That is the agree-
ment that we have reached, and that is 
the agreement we must stick to. 

So, unfortunately, I must oppose the 
gentleman’s amendment and urge 
Members also to oppose the amend-
ment. We should leave the amendment 
as we have now passed it intact, and I 
think we will have a much better piece 
of legislation. So, again, I oppose this 
amendment by the gentleman from In-
diana. 
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Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, as 

a result of an error on my part, I ask 
unanimous consent to withdraw the 
amendment at this time and offer it at 
a later time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. HOSTETTLER 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 8 offered by Mr. 
HOSTETTLER:

Page 9, strike lines 3 through 9 and insert 
the following: 

‘‘(4) TIME LIMITS.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, 20 percent of all pilots who volunteer to 
participate in the program within 30 days of 
such date of enactment shall be trained and 
deputized as Federal flight deck officers. Pi-
lots may continue to participate in the pro-
gram during the 2-year period of the pilot 
program. By the last day of such 2-year pe-
riod, at least 80 percent of all pilots who vol-
unteer to participate in the program must be 
trained and deputized as Federal flight deck 
officers. 

Page 11, line 24, strike ‘‘250th pilot’’ and in-
sert the following: ‘‘last pilot of the 20 per-
cent of all pilots who volunteer to partici-
pate in the program within 30 days of such 
date of enactment of this Act’’.

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Once again, Mr. 
Chairman, the amendment I offer sim-
ply opens up the bill and the provisions 
of the bill to all the pilots that desire 
to take part in this program, that vol-
unteer to take part in this program, 
and does not discriminate against them 
should they not have taken part in pre-
vious law enforcement activity nor 
been a member of the military. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

I am puzzled, however, by the gentle-
man’s amendment. It apparently pro-
poses to strike the 2 percent cap and 
establishes a new accelerated time line 
and requires the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration to deputize 20 per-
cent of pilots that volunteer in the 
first 30 days. Is that the gentleman’s 
amendment? 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would advise the gentleman from Min-
nesota that we are currently consid-
ering amendment No. 8, which simply 
strikes the preferential treatment of 
individuals. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Reclaiming my 
time, Mr. Chairman. Is the gentleman’s 
amendment the one that would strike 
the preference for pilots or the amend-
ment that would strike the 2 percent 
cap? 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. If the gentleman 
will continue to yield, this is the pref-
erence with regard to military service 
personnel and law enforcement.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, the 

gentleman has already addressed that 

subject, and we have had some discus-
sion on it. This is, apparently, further 
debate on the amendment previously 
offered and withdrawn and then offered 
again because of a technical mistake. 
Is that correct, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Could 
the gentleman from Minnesota restate 
his inquiry? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Is the gentleman of-
fering under a technical change the 
same amendment that he offered ap-
parently in error earlier? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Right 
now, currently under debate, is amend-
ment No. 8 offered by the gentleman 
from Indiana as reported in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Which was pre-
viously discussed in error because it 
was misnumbered? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. No. 
Amendment No. 7 was offered, and 
then, by unanimous consent, with-
drawn by the gentleman from Indiana. 
Now pending is amendment No. 8 of-
fered by the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Is a copy of the 
amendment at the desk? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
amendment is printed in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD and is available at the 
desk. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I in-
sist that the Clerk read the amend-
ment so that we are clear on what we 
are debating here. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. With-
out objection, the Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the amendment. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, 

again, just to be clear on what we are 
voting on here, because there is some 
great uncertainty, this is a very dif-
ferent amendment from the one on 
which I had an exchange with the gen-
tleman. The gentleman from Indiana 
characterized his amendment as strik-
ing the preference for pilots. The 
amendment just read by the Clerk 
strikes the provisions of the underlying 
bill and would replace it with a dif-
ferent percentage of pilots and other 
requirements. 

I just want to make sure. Is this the 
amendment the gentleman intends to 
offer? Is this the amendment the gen-
tleman proposes to offer, the amend-
ment that deals with the percentage of 
pilots who volunteer to participate in 
the program, et cetera? 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Yes, this is the 
amendment we are currently dis-
cussing, and I will talk to that. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Reclaiming my 
time, Mr. Chairman, the other amend-
ment proposed by the gentleman from 
Indiana to strike the preference for pi-
lots, that amendment has been with-
drawn? 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. If the gentleman 
will continue to yield, it has been with-

drawn; but under unanimous consent, 
as the Chair has pointed out, it will be 
brought up at a later time, and that 
unanimous consent request has been 
granted. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, once 
again reclaiming my time, I rise in op-
position to both this one and the pre-
vious amendment withdrawn and do so 
because both are mistaken. 

To delete the preference for pilots 
who are former military or law en-
forcement personnel is a blow at the 
underlying premise of the entire con-
cept of arming flight deck crews. It has 
been said time and again in advocating 
the legislation that pilots should be 
armed because they are former mili-
tary, they have experience, they know 
how to handle a gun, and we ought to 
provide arms for them in the flight 
deck. 

This is simply a preference. This is 
not a mandatory requirement, but be-
cause of that argument, that pilots 
have prior military experience, know 
how to handle a gun, we should there-
fore arm them. The bill goes on to say 
that we should then give them pref-
erence in the hiring scheme. It does not 
make sense to strike that preference 
for those personnel who are the ones 
most likely to have experience and 
would probably need the least amount 
of training.

b 1400 
The present pending amendment by 

the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
HOSTETTLER), we have already debated 
the issue of whether we ought to limit 
or remove the limits, the 2 percent cap 
on a number of pilots that can be sent 
through the experimental program. We 
have had an extensive debate on that 
issue already. It was defeated on a 
voice vote. We will have a recorded 
vote on it later. This simply is another 
amendment masquerading under dif-
ferent terms, but it is essentially the 
same amendment that we have already 
debated and I hope put to rest. But to 
expand the program to an unlimited 
number of commercial pilots goes 
against the compromise that we 
reached, against the concept of a pilot 
program, an experimental program 
where we work out all the issues and 
then decide whether or not to go ahead. 

I cannot support an unlimited pro-
gram. I cannot support just go full bore 
ahead. We must address the issues that 
have already been discussed at great 
length, and I need not repeat them, of 
assuring the type of gun, type of bullet, 
the accidental discharge in the flight 
deck, shooting through navigational 
equipment. Those issues all have to be 
resolved before we can go through with 
a permanent program, and just for rea-
sons I have already expressed, the costs 
and the burden on the Transportation 
Security Administration to train 70,000 
to 85,000 pilots in a relatively brief pe-
riod of time, when we have not got the 
security screeners trained yet, defies 
the imagination. It just does not make 
sense at all. The amendment should be 
defeated.
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Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike the requisite number of words. 
My good friend and colleague, the 

gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
HOSTETTLER), I think is very well in-
tended. I think he was probably well 
intended on his first amendment that 
he offered, and I see now what he was 
trying to achieve and what he is trying 
to achieve by these amendments, and 
he is saying we need to speed up this 
process. His amendment first, I think, 
was intended to have a larger body 
than just a smaller body of pilots 
trained, and I would concur with his in-
tention. I appreciate his withdrawing 
that amendment. 

His second amendment that we have 
this afternoon says that 20 percent 
should be trained in the first 6 months 
and I believe 80 percent by the end of 
the second year, and I think that is 
also well intended. I think the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), has pointed out 
that we looked at the tasks that have 
already been assigned to TSA and we 
said wait a minute, this agency was 
given much more than it can do, and 
usually when Government gets a pro-
gram, it costs twice as much, takes 
twice as many employees and costs 
three times as much, and we are find-
ing our prediction to be true, and some 
of my concerns about passing the full 
federalization without the private par-
ticipation to also be accurate. We 
found already that TSA, just in a sim-
ple assignment, assigned 429 airport se-
curity directors. To my knowledge, 
they have only named about four 
dozen, about 48. They have actually 
only deployed a little over two dozen, 
and here we are in July. So this amend-
ment, while well intended, and we 
would like to have more pilots trained, 
is a very difficult task. 

If we look at another task that was 
assigned to TSA, and that is to train 
screeners, my latest knowledge is they 
might have had 3,000 possibly trained. 
We might have a dozen airports de-
ployed and federalized at this stage, 
again in July, and they just cannot do 
it. And that is not to mention anything 
about the lack of having explosive de-
tection equipment deployed, which we 
said would be difficult, which we said is 
impossible for manufacturers to even 
produce. We now find ourselves with 
the possible requirement of training 
some 20,000 to 25,000 hand wand trace 
detection Federal employees to com-
plete another requirement by Congress. 

So, unfortunately, this is not achiev-
able. I would like to see it. I would like 
to get on a plane and know that a pilot 
is ready and capable of defending that 
cockpit, but we have reached a com-
promise here where we think the max-
imum they can do is this 1,400. They 
start out with a group of 250 and that 
is sort of the kick-in trigger that we 
have put in the bill, but we can get up 
to 1,400. We hope they can get this as-
signment accomplished. 

Let me just say one word about the 
airlines’ opposition to some of this. We 

have provided protection for the air-
lines in an unprecedented manner to 
protect them against liability. I know 
that is their concern. But my concern, 
and it should be their concern, is if we 
have one more incident, it will be fatal 
to airlines. If we have one more inci-
dent, it will be fatal to our economy. If 
we have one more incident, it will be 
fatal to potentially thousands and 
thousands of Americans, and we lost 
3,000 of them on September 11. We can-
not afford to lose one more. So we need 
to put these measures in place on a 
well-thought-out basis. I think that is 
the approach. 

I commend the gentleman for coming 
out and adding to the debate, offering 
this amendment, but I must reluc-
tantly stand in opposition. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I rise in opposition to both Hostettler 
amendment number 7 and number 8, 
and I also want to say that the gen-
tleman presented his amendments in 
the correct order. I do not know what 
happened that we got confused over 
here, but he was right in the first place 
on the way he presented the amend-
ments. 

I happen to believe that he is not cor-
rect in presenting these amendments, 
so I oppose them. I oppose them be-
cause of what the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MICA), has 
had to say about them; what the rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), has had to say 
about them; and what I had to say 
about one of those two amendments 
really in dealing with the DeFazio 
amendment that we had here on the 
floor earlier. 

I have said before, and it has been 
said a number of times on this floor, 
that this is truly a bipartisan bill. An 
awful lot of work went into it. A lot of 
compromise went into it. We spent an 
awful lot of time on it. I think it would 
be a tragic mistake to pass any amend-
ment on this House floor today because 
I seriously believe it would jeopardize 
the possibility of passing this legisla-
tion. 

Once again I reiterate that the ad-
ministration is opposed to arming pi-
lots with lethal weapons. 

The Secretary of Transportation is 
opposed to it. The Under Secretary for 
Security of the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration is opposed to it. So 
our pilot project bill that is reasonable, 
rational, and prudent is going to have 
a very difficult time passing. If we 
start enlarging this bill, it is going to 
spell the death of this bill and we will 
not be able to improve aviation secu-
rity and safety.

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the requisite number of words. 

I wanted to come to the House floor 
earlier to engage in debate on this sig-
nificant legislation, but I have been 
tied up in a Committee on the Judici-
ary hearing most of the day. I do not 
want to portray myself as a naysayer, 

but I am confident there is evidence to 
suggest that additional terrorist cells 
have been trained to take over com-
mercial aircraft, and in the event of 
another terrorist hijacking, the De-
partment of Defense will be forced to 
make the difficult decision to shoot 
down a plane filled with passengers to 
prevent that plane from being used as a 
weapon. We have gone through that be-
fore, and we do not want to do it again. 

As far as the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), I think the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Aviation and the rank-
ing member from Illinois may have 
said this, I think it is well-intentioned, 
and I do not see the gentleman on the 
floor, but what bothers me is the pos-
sible or probable additional cost that 
might have to be absorbed in the train-
ing of those additional pilots to qualify 
them to be armed in the appropriate 
cockpits. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COBLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
would advise the gentleman that we 
are not discussing the amendment by 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
OBERSTAR). We are discussing an 
amendment by the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. HOSTETTLER). 

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for that clarification. I 
appreciate that, and I will confine my 
remarks to the bill generally. 

Our aviation system, it seems to me, 
oftentimes is based upon redundancy. 
When all else fails, we need a last line 
of defense. Providing pilots with fire-
arms, it seems to me, affords addi-
tional assurance that the hijackers can 
no longer be assured of success. It is a 
significant deterrent since a potential 
hijacker will no longer know whether 
or not a pilot is armed prior to break-
ing into that cockpit. I regret that I 
missed the debate on this bill, and I 
thank the gentleman for setting me 
straight. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the two amendments, but I also rise in 
opposition to the bill, H.R. 4635. Al-
though the program has been modified 
from the original version, I do not be-
lieve that it is prudent to deputize pi-
lots as law enforcement officials and to 
arm them with lethal weapons, even on 
a pilot program basis. 

But before I discuss the reasons for 
my opposition, let me first commend 
the ranking member, the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), and 
the ranking member on the Sub-
committee on Aviation, the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI) for negoti-
ating a much-improved bill. I also 
thank the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
MICA) for incorporating language in the 
bill and the report to address some spe-
cific concerns I raised. Even though the 
final compromise is not an acceptable 
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one to me, I appreciate the good faith, 
and it is a much-improved bill. 

The central issue in this debate is 
what is the proper role of an airline 
pilot in aviation security. The pro-
ponents of H.R. 4635 believe that pilots 
can serve in a dual capacity as naviga-
tors and as Federal law enforcement of-
ficers. I appreciate the desire and will-
ingness of pilots to assume additional 
responsibilities. However, I am not 
convinced that law enforcement is an 
appropriate role for the airline pilots. 

In the aviation security area, there 
are already Federal air marshals spe-
cially trained to deal with violent situ-
ations in the air. This is a full-time job 
that requires individuals’ individual at-
tention. They must undergo vigorous 
training, and after initial qualifica-
tion, they still must spend a great deal 
of time to maintain their proficiency. 

H.R. 4635 would essentially establish 
a Federal flight deck officer program 
that authorizes volunteer pilots to 
serve as adjuncts to the Federal air 
marshal program. The main reason 
why I oppose this idea is I have grave 
doubts about whether pilots whose pri-
mary duty and experience involves ma-
nipulating complex electronic equip-
ment can devote the time and atten-
tion necessary to reach a level of pro-
ficiency that is equivalent to that of a 
Federal air marshal. 

Let me also remind Members that 
passenger cabins are relatively small, 
and they are a confined environment 
where gun battles are very likely to 
cause damage to bystanders and dam-
age the aircraft instruments.

b 1415 

For this reason, Federal air marshals 
must undergo a training regimen that 
is far more demanding than the train-
ing programs for other law enforce-
ment officials. 

I would like to point out that the bill 
provides no role for the employers of 
the individuals who would become Fed-
eral flight deck officers of the airlines. 
Candidates for the Federal flight deck 
officer program apply directly to the 
TSA. Airlines might not even find out 
whether one of their pilots has applied 
for the program until after TSA re-
quests a history of their work record 
and other background information. I 
know of no other private sector em-
ployee-employer relationship where 
the employees can seek authorization 
to carry a lethal weapon without the 
employer’s knowledge and consent. 
After all, if something happens on a 
plane, it is the airline that is most 
likely to be sued, and yet they have no 
role to play in this program. 

During the question-and-answer pe-
riod at a Senate Commerce Committee 
hearing, the head of TSA, John Magaw, 
indicated that the agency is opposed to 
arming pilots with lethal weapons. 
TSA are the experts in this area, and 
they recognize the complexities in-
volved. They know what it takes to 
train a Federal air marshal. It goes far 
beyond just training someone in basic 

gun safety and firing a weapon accu-
rately. 

Security tasks should be left to dedi-
cated security professionals. We should 
not be second-guessing the TSA pro-
gram and their judgment. At best, arm-
ing pilots increases security only mar-
ginally, while diverting precious time 
and resources that TSA could spend on 
more important endeavors. 

TSA is already having great dif-
ficulty reviewing and coordinating 
plans with airports deploying detection 
systems. I am particularly concerned 
that requiring TSA to focus on devel-
oping procedures to arm pilots will 
make it virtually impossible to comply 
with the December 31 deadline for 100 
percent deployment in this area. 

I just want to remind Members, Mr. 
OBERSTAR, that two pilots were ar-
rested for being drunk as they were 
getting ready to go fly a plane. I would 
hate for them to have had lethal weap-
ons. 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to strike the 
requisite number of words. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
DAN MILLER of Florida). Without objec-
tion, the gentleman is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, 

we are currently considering Amend-
ment No. 8, and that amendment does 
the following: The amendment ensures 
that the program proposed by this act 
will be carried out expeditiously by re-
quiring that at least 20 percent of the 
pilots who volunteer during the first 
month be trained and deputized not 
more than 6 months after the program 
is enacted. 

Also this amendment provides that 
at the end of 2 years, at least 80 per-
cent of all those pilots who volunteered 
during those years will be trained and 
acting as Federal flight deck officers. 

With our Nation’s present safety con-
cerns, time is of the essence to get this 
program up and running. Those who 
would cause harm to our citizens need 
to know that there are pilots who are 
trained and ready to defend their pas-
sengers against harm. 

The Transportation Security Admin-
istration recognizes the deterrent and 
life-saving effect armed personnel can 
have in a terrorist incident at an air-
port. Just this past weekend, following 
the shooting deaths of two people at 
the El Al Airlines ticket desk at Los 
Angeles International Airport, the 
TSA, or Transportation Security Ad-
ministration, announced that armed 
agents will begin patrolling the 
ticketing areas of the Nation’s air-
ports. According to press accounts, a 
TSA spokesman said these armed 
agents could react quickly to an inci-
dent, preventing additional deaths and 
injuries like the armed guard did in 
Los Angeles. 

On Saturday, according to numerous 
press reports, the TSA issued a press 
release that said, ‘‘Had this event oc-
curred at another airline counter with-

out armed security guards, the situa-
tion, unfortunately, would have been 
worse.’’ 

This incident emphasizes that we 
cannot be complacent about any of the 
security measures that we put in place 
at our airports and at the other modes 
of transportation. I wish that I could 
verify these press reports with an ac-
tual copy of the TSA statement. How-
ever, the TSA and the Transportation 
Department will not make them avail-
able to my office, despite repeated re-
quests. 

Nevertheless, in the case of airport 
terminals, the TSA is absolutely right. 
Having firearms in the hands of people 
can thwart terrorists and save lives. 
Today we have an opportunity to apply 
that same logic to the airplanes them-
selves, the very place where the at-
tacks took place on September 11. 

Tom Heidenberger, a pilot for U.S. 
Airways, lost his wife Michelle, a flight 
attendant on American Airlines Flight 
77, when terrorists hijacked the plane 
and flew it into the side of the Pen-
tagon on September 11. Tom, who con-
tinues to fly, told me why arming pi-
lots is so necessary. ‘‘Had the terrorists 
known there were means to protect the 
cockpit, had the crew been able to de-
fend against the takeover, my wife 
would be here today,’’ he said. 

Let us learn from the horrible events 
of that day and make sure they can 
never happen again by arming as many 
pilots as soon as possible.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not going to take 
the whole 5 minutes, but I would like 
to counter some of the things the gen-
tlewoman preceding spoke about. 

First of all, it is almost laughable 
when you talk about the tight con-
fines. Have you ever flown an A–4 
Skyhawk or an F–14? I had 20-milli-
meter Gatling guns in those airplanes, 
I could disintegrate this building in a 
half-second burst, and I could operate 
it fine. If I was landing or taking off at 
a Naval airfield, I can assure you, I 
could use it. 

When I was shot down over Vietnam, 
I had a .357 Magnum, I had a .38 flare 
pistol and a 9 millimeter Luger. I used 
them. I did not want to. When the time 
came, I used them, and they were effec-
tive. It let the enemy know I was 
armed. I probably did not hit anybody, 
but they knew I was armed. 

I want to tell the gentlewoman that 
just a terrorist knowing that someone 
in that cockpit is armed is going to 
deter them. If I was a terrorist and I 
thought only 2 percent of these pilots 
were armed, I might take the bet. But 
if I knew between 25 and 100 percent of 
those guys were armed, I am probably 
not going to play those odds because I 
know I am not going to win. 

I would like to enter into a colloquy 
with the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. OBERSTAR), because I want to clar-
ify something in the bill, if the gen-
tleman does not mind. 
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It is my understanding that someone 

other than a military or policeman is 
not eliminated from participating in 
the armed pilots program, is that cor-
rect? They were just given a pref-
erence? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, yes. 
The intention of the language in the 
bill is to give a preference to pilots who 
have previous military experience or 
law enforcement experience, but it is a 
preference only. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
reclaiming my time, it does not elimi-
nate someone else? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. It is only a pref-
erential consideration. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
reclaiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman for clarifying that. 

Mr. Chairman, if the DeFazio amend-
ment fails, I am going to offer an 
amendment to put it at 25 percent. I 
will not do that if that passes. I cannot 
imagine it not passing, because the 
public has spoken, the airline pilots 
have spoken, and I think this House 
has spoken as far as that position. 

I understand that, in drafting a bill, 
you have got to work in a tight way to 
craft a bill that you think is the best, 
but I think looking at what the needs 
are, we need more than a 2 percent 
chance of these pilots bearing arms.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. 
HOSTETTLER). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. HOSTETTLER) 
will be postponed. 
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. HOSTETTLER 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. 
HOSTETTLER:

Page 5, strike lines 18 through 21. 
Page 5, line 22, strike ‘‘(5)’’ and insert 

‘‘(4)’’. 
Page 6, line 1, strike ‘‘(6)’’ and insert ‘‘(5)’’. 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, 
there has already been a significant bit 
of discussion about this amendment, 
but I would like to clarify what this 
amendment does, one more time. 

The amendment strikes the language 
in this bill that gives preferential 
treatment to pilots who were former 
military or former law enforcement 
personnel. It is correct, Mr. Chairman, 
that there is a preference only, but if 
we want a cross-section, a complete 
cross-section, of pilots who volunteer 

to take part in this plan, the question 
is, why do we have a preference in the 
first place? 

The underlying bill calls for, at this 
time, a rigorous training program, a 
rigorous training program that would 
result in a pilot who has much respon-
sibility in the safety of the crew and 
passengers of the flight already, a pro-
gram that he or she would have to take 
part in in order to become a flight deck 
officer and wield a weapon potentially 
on board a flight. 

Mr. Chairman, if we truly want a 
cross-section, then I believe that the 
preference is not necessary. There are 
thousands of pilots who desire to carry 
firearms on to the flight deck, lethal 
force to protect the crew and pas-
sengers of their plane, of the flight, 
that have never been in the military or 
in law enforcement. If they are so will-
ing to go through the rigorous training 
program and to adequately be able to 
wield lethal force aboard a plane, why 
should we give a preference to others? 

So, Mr. Chairman, once again, this 
simply strikes the language that 
grants a preference for individuals who 
have been currently military or law en-
forcement personnel. 

I think it is a good amendment. I 
think it does what the underlying 
premise of this bill would do, and that 
is to not only deter potential hijack-
ings, but also to thwart those hijack-
ings should they attempt to take place. 
Likewise, we would know that more pi-
lots would be part of the pool of indi-
viduals that would be considered for 
volunteering to serve us. 

So, Mr. Chairman, once again I ask 
that the full House accept this amend-
ment. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, again, we have pre-
sented in a slightly altered technical 
fashion, I believe, this amendment 
which we have talked about before. I 
must reluctantly rise in opposition. 

I think the gentleman, again, is well-
intended in that he is saying, why not 
go to the full body of pilots and train 
them? We have though, again, as I have 
said before, tried to think through this 
bill how we could achieve training 
those who have the best credentials, 
the best experience, on an expedited 
basis. Certainly those with military 
and law enforcement backgrounds meet 
those criteria. So we will actually 
harm the bill by passing this amend-
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to vote against it. Again, I think the 
gentleman is well-intended, both by 
this amendment and his previous 
amendment, in trying to get many pi-
lots trained on an expedited basis and 
get many pilots, a large percentage of 
them, armed within a certain period of 
time. 

I also realize his mistrust of the bu-
reaucracy. We have seen that some-
times we assign tasks, and that task is 
not fulfilled or somehow gets distorted. 
Again, I understand his motivation, 

but must reluctantly oppose his 
amendment.

b 1430 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I would like to inquire of the offerer 
of the amendment, the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. HOSTETTLER), why he 
withdrew the amendment in the first 
place, Mr. Chairman, and I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would be glad to answer that question. 
The fact is that staff of the House had 
a different form, had a different paper 
that had transposed the numbers 7 and 
8 on their sheets and had said that 
when I initially offered amendment No. 
7, which is the amendment that is 
pending before us now, which is No. 7 
and has always been No. 7, according to 
their paper was No. 8. So they spoke to 
the amendment No. 8 and all of us, in-
cluding myself, were considering No. 7, 
that is actually No. 7. So I offered, be-
cause that was the best information at 
the time and was informed that we 
should do that, and so I asked unani-
mous consent to withdraw it and then 
to bring it up at a later time. 

Then it was found out between that 
time and the previous amendment No. 
8 that, in fact, the transposition had 
taken place, and so that is where we 
find ourselves now. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for explaining the 
circumstances which caused a great 
deal of consternation on the floor and 
caused us to debate this amendment 
twice. 

As I said in debate the first time the 
amendment was offered, it goes con-
trary to the underlying principle of 
this entire bill, which is armed pilots. 
Because they have previous military or 
law enforcement experience, they know 
how to handle guns, they know how to 
handle a turbulent situation that 
clearly would be the case in the at-
tempt of a hijacking of a lethal nature 
and, therefore, one of the principal mo-
tivating factors for this legislation. 

Now the gentleman proposes to 
strike the preference in the bill which 
emerges from that underlying premise. 
I find it a contradiction in terms. 

Furthermore, the language that the 
gentleman seeks to strike is a pref-
erence. It is not a prohibition, as I dis-
cussed in exchange with the gentleman 
from California. It is not an exclusion 
of anyone else, any person other than 
those in the two categories of previous 
military or law enforcement experi-
ence. So it just seems to me to be a 
puzzlement as to why we would. Not-
withstanding the gentleman’s expla-
nation, I find it contrary to the amend-
ment, contrary to the purpose of this 
legislation; and I urge my colleagues to 
defeat it.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
DAN MILLER of Florida). The question 
is on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
HOSTETTLER). 
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The question was taken; and the 

Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 6 of rule XVIII, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
HOSTETTLER) will be postponed. 
AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. HOSTETTLER 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 9 offered by Mr. 
HOSTETTLER:

H.R. 4635
Page 11, after line 9, insert the following:
‘‘(i) LIMITATION ON AUTHORITY OF AIR CAR-

RIERS.—No air carrier shall prohibit or in 
any way refuse or discourage a pilot em-
ployed by the air carrier from becoming a 
Federal flight deck officer under this sec-
tion. No air carrier shall—

‘‘(1) prohibit a Federal flight deck officer 
from piloting an aircraft operated by the air 
carrier, or 

‘‘(2) terminate the employment of a Fed-
eral flight deck officer, 
solely on the basis of his or her volunteering 
for or participating in the program under 
this section.

Page 11, line 11, strike ‘‘(i)’’ and insert 
‘‘(j)’’. 

Page 13, line 20, strike ‘‘(j)’’ and insert 
‘‘(k)’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 9, AS MODIFIED, OFFERED BY 
MR. HOSTETTLER 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
respectfully ask unanimous consent to 
modify amendment No. 9 with the text 
that I have now and will deliver. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment No. 9, as modified, offered by 

Mr. HOSTETTLER:
Page 11, after line 19, insert the following:
‘‘(i) LIMITATION ON AUTHORITY OF AIR CAR-

RIERS.—No air carrier shall prohibit or in 
any way refuse or discourage a pilot em-
ployed by the air carrier from becoming a 
Federal flight deck officer under this sec-
tion. No air carrier shall—

‘‘(1) prohibit a Federal flight deck officer 
from piloting an aircraft operated by the air 
carrier, or 

‘‘(2) terminate the employment of a Fed-
eral flight deck officer, 
solely on the basis of his or her volunteering 
for or participating in the program under 
this section.

Page 11, line 20, strike ‘‘(i)’’ and insert 
‘‘(j)’’. 

Page 14, line 5, strike ‘‘(j)’’ and insert 
‘‘(k)’’. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the modification of-
fered by the gentleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, 

this amendment that I am proposing 
today would clarify what I believe this 
bill infers. Air carriers would simply be 
prevented from firing or otherwise dis-
couraging those pilots who join the 
flight deck officer program. It also en-
sures that air carriers cannot prohibit 

Federal flight deck officers from flying 
their aircraft. 

This amendment simply ensures that 
the brave pilots who volunteer to pro-
tect the citizens of this country will 
not be discriminated against by airline 
carriers. 

I want to ensure that terrorists know 
that if they attempt to hijack one of 
our airliners, in all likelihood they will 
not succeed. Given that pilots are not 
yet armed at this point, we have to 
ask: If an armed pilot is not the last 
line of defense against hijackers, where 
does that leave us? 

In a recent Committee on Armed 
Services hearing, I asked the com-
mander in chief of the North American 
Aerospace Defense Command, General 
Ralph Eberhart, about what happened 
on September 11 when it was deter-
mined that the fourth plane, Flight No. 
93 which crashed in Pennsylvania, may 
in fact have been aiming to target our 
Nation’s capital. 

I asked, ‘‘What were the actions that 
NORAD contemplated?’’ General 
Eberhart stated, ‘‘At that time, the au-
thority was passed, if we believed that, 
in fact, it constituted a threat to peo-
ple on the ground, that we could take 
action to shoot it down. 

‘‘The decision was made rather than 
to go out and try to meet this airplane 
to stay over New York City and Wash-
ington, D.C., in case, if we left it un-
covered, there was another airplane 
coming. So had we seen it continue to-
ward one of those metropolitan areas 
or we were sure it was going to another 
metropolitan area, be it Baltimore or 
whatever, we would have engaged the 
airplane and shot it down.’’ 

He went on, ‘‘Obviously, we’re always 
hoping, and we don’t do that until the 
last minute because we were hoping 
that, as those brave souls attempted, 
that maybe they regained control of 
the aircraft or that the hijackers 
changed their mind. So we don’t want 
to do this prematurely, and we want to 
see a hostile act, and we want to see it 
pose a threat. 

‘‘So we take this action after a lot of 
deliberation and to ensure that we 
have no other option. But we were pre-
pared and we would have been able to 
shoot that aircraft down had we needed 
to.’’ 

I then asked General Eberhart: ‘‘Gen-
eral, there is still an action item that 
your command may be responsible for 
doing something that was similar to 
what was contemplated on September 
11, are you not? That is still a possi-
bility?’’ 

General Eberhart said, ‘‘Regrettably, 
I’m afraid that’s always going to be a 
possibility now. We redefined it on 9–11, 
and we now train for that. We’ve estab-
lished the procedures for that. We exer-
cise for that, hoping that that would 
never happen. But hope’s not a good 
strategy.’’ 

General Eberhart’s remarks are obvi-
ously very telling. If terrorists get con-
trol of a commercial airline, the only 
alternative is for the Air Force to 

shoot it down. Does it not seem reason-
able to insert one more preventive step 
before an F–16 launches a missile at a 
passenger plane? We allow law enforce-
ment officers, animal control officers, 
and forest rangers to carry their weap-
ons on airplanes. Why not the individ-
uals entrusted with the safety of the 
plane itself? These are the people we 
entrust with our lives every time we 
board a flight, and the majority of 
them possess distinguished military 
backgrounds. These are the ones who 
are trained in responding to life and 
death situations in a moment’s notice. 

Several months ago, I had the oppor-
tunity to join several commercial pi-
lots and pilots associations in a press 
conference to agree that they, not F–16 
missiles, are the preferred last line of 
defense against an attempted terrorist 
takeover of a commercial aircraft. 
They strongly prefer firearms to stun 
guns to do the job most effectively. In 
fact, every law enforcement official 
who uses a Taser backs it up with le-
thal force; no one depends on Tasers 
alone. 

I will add that the open market cur-
rently offers some ammunition suit-
able for firing onboard aircraft. 

These facts, combined with the fact 
that this bill shields the airlines from 
liability, leave no reason for the air-
lines to prohibit pilots from protecting 
their planes and passengers. This 
amendment simply ensures that pilots 
are able to do just that. I ask the 
House for its acceptance.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to rise in 
support of the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Indiana. I strongly sup-
port his amendment before us. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Indiana for his making changes 
that have allowed us to support this 
amendment. While we have not re-
ceived any indications from airlines 
that they would prohibit pilots from 
participating in the program, we feel 
pilots deserve ample protection in this 
matter. Pilots should not be punished 
for their desire to protect their air-
craft, their crews, or their passengers 
from terrorists. I urge support of this 
amendment. 

I might also say, since this will prob-
ably be the last amendment, I believe, 
offered, that it is important to respond 
to a couple of other items relating to 
the airlines and their participation in 
this program. 

The very distinguished gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS), whom I 
greatly respect, a member of our com-
mittee, he rose in opposition. His oppo-
sition is primarily centered around giv-
ing the airlines the ability to opt out 
of this program. The gentleman from 
Indiana’s amendment restrains the air-
lines from interfering with a pilot par-
ticipating in this program; and we 
think that that approach, that provi-
sion is good. 

I do think that the gentleman from 
Michigan is well intended to allow air-
lines to opt out, and that is something 
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they requested before. However, we 
have given them unprecedented exemp-
tion and liability, and I think that that 
should cover them. Again, my concern 
is that if we had one more incident of 
an airliner being taken out that we 
would not have to worry about airline 
survival; we would not have to worry 
about the economy, because they 
would all be going down the tubes. We 
have seen what the incidents of 9–11 
have brought to us, and we are still 
trying to recover economically, and 
our airlines are trying to recover. So 
this is a good provision. It protects the 
pilots. 

We have also heard in the debate 
today about the pilots, and I want to 
remember today some of the captains 
that flew those planes on September 11. 
If they had had the ability to defend 
themselves, if even one of them had 
had the ability to be armed, we could 
have saved destruction; we could have 
saved lives. 

Some of those brave captains were 
Captain Jason Dahl, and he was the 
pilot on United Flight 93. On United 
Flight 175 was Captain Victor Saracini. 
On American Flight 11 was Captain 
John Ogonowski, and on American 
Flight No. 77 was Captain Charles Bur-
lingame. If even one of those captains 
had had the ability to defend himself, 
history today might be entirely dif-
ferent. 

We do not want anything to interfere 
with pilots’ ability to defend them-
selves. Yes, I would like to have more 
pilots trained, and I would like to expe-
dite this whole program. But again, our 
compromise does not allow that. 

Finally, let me respond to the gentle-
woman, also a distinguished Represent-
ative who serves on our committee, the 
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON), and she referred to 
the TSA experts. Well, I will tell my 
colleagues, I would rather put my trust 
and faith in the pilots. We have to un-
derstand that sometimes we get letters 
from our constituents around the coun-
try and we get maybe 100, sometimes 
many hundreds of letters on a par-
ticular issue. As chairman of the Sub-
committee on Aviation, I was pre-
sented with petitions from 58,000 pilots 
and many of their families who signed 
petitions asking us for this legislation. 
As I have said in the past, this is not 
something we just cooked up in the 
back room; this is not something that 
I sprung out. In fact, I was kind of 
lukewarm at the beginning. But the 
more I saw, the more I heard from pi-
lots who see the weaknesses in our 
aviation security system. I put my 
trust in those pilots, and that is why 
we have moved forward with this bill.

b 1445 

It is not a perfect measure, by any 
means, but it is a good bill, a good 
start. I support the gentleman’s 
amendment, and urge its adoption. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment of the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
HOSTETTLER), as further amended in 
the version just read by the Clerk, is 
acceptable. I did not think it was nec-
essary to take this step, but I think we 
have agreed on both sides of the aisle 
to accept the gentleman’s amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, on the overall meas-
ure before us, since this is apparently 
the last amendment, and hopefully we 
will vote in the next 10 or 15 minutes, 
it is a good time to reflect back on 
where we are and where we have come 
with this legislation. 

The gentleman from Florida (Chair-
man MICA) has already referenced the 
strong support of the commercial air-
line pilot community for this legisla-
tion, and that certainly has become 
evident in the months since the tragic 
events of September. 

When first approached with the idea 
of arming flight deck crews, I was op-
posed to the idea. I have mentioned 
this in my opening remarks on the leg-
islation. But as I weighed the progress 
being made by the Transportation Se-
curity Administration in putting in 
place the many provisions of our 
Transportation Security Act of last 
November, it became very clear that 
the interlocking web of security meas-
ures that we envisioned in that legisla-
tion is not in place. 

Secondly, pilots are concerned about 
the order of the President to NORAD to 
scramble, whether active Air Force 
units or Air National Guard units, to 
intercept a plane on which there may 
be a skyjacking of the September 11 
type. 

Pilots rightly have said if that oc-
curs, the pilot in command of the at-
tacking jet could well be my right-
hand pilot on the weekday, and on the 
weekend he would be ordered to scram-
ble to shoot down my aircraft and my 
passengers, and I do not want that to 
happen. I want to be, if that is the case, 
the obstacle of last resort. 

Now, in aviation security, as in avia-
tion safety, the entire structure is de-
pendent upon a web of redundancies. 
We have backups for virtually every 
aviation safety system, and so we have 
done in crafting the Transportation Se-
curity Administration Act to establish 
a web of redundant security measures 
that back up and overlap one another. 

Those measures are now being put in 
place with great vigor by the Depart-
ment of Transportation, by Secretary 
Mineta, Under Secretary Jackson or 
Deputy Secretary Jackson and Under 
Secretary McGaw, but it is a huge and 
daunting task. 

They have gone through spring 
housecleaning and they have cleaned 
out the old system while still keeping 
its structure in place and preparing to 
replace it. They have established a 
training curriculum for the instructors 
of the security screeners. They have es-
tablished a system to recruit screeners 
who comply with the requirements of 
our law. They are in the process of 
training those security screeners, and 

have already put the first increment in 
place at Baltimore-Washington Inter-
national Airport to test out the train-
ing curriculum, the operation of the 
new Federal security screeners, and to 
take those lessons into the classroom 
for the next wave of security screeners. 

They have moved vigorously at TSA 
to work with the industry producing 
explosive detection systems, the two 
companies that produced the two 
versions of explosive detection sys-
tems, and are encouraging them and 
are helping, with all the resources of 
the government, to have multiple pro-
duction of these units by other compa-
nies.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
DAN MILLER of Florida). The time of 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
OBERSTAR) has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OBER-
STAR was allowed to proceed for 5 addi-
tional minutes.) 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, that 
is under way, but it is proving very dif-
ficult to manufacture this equipment 
in the time frame envisioned. We knew 
that a year ago. We knew very well it 
was going to be difficult to comply 
with, but this House, with an over-
whelming vote, supported that legisla-
tion, supported those deadlines, be-
cause the public insisted on security in 
our aviation system. 

The protection for the flight deck, 
there was an interim measure that has 
now been in place for securing all flight 
deck doors, as an interim measure. 
There is under way with Boeing and 
Airbus a development of the ultimate 
flight deck secure door that has yet to 
be certified by the FAA, although the 
FAA is in the process of final evalua-
tion, and hopefully yet by the end of 
this summer they will be able to cer-
tify that the flight deck doors proposed 
by the two aircraft manufacturing 
companies will be able to withstand all 
of the assault measures envisioned on 
board an aircraft. So that piece of the 
web security is not in place. 

We do not have positive passenger 
bag match required on all flights in the 
domestic service. 

We do not have a universal biometric 
system for identifying potential prob-
lem travelers. I think that, too, needs 
to be put in place. 

Absent all of those measures being 
put in place to provide the ultimate se-
curity for aviation that we envisioned 
in the Transportation Security Act, 
this bill before us does provide the next 
logical and responsible step of a test 
program to arm and to train pilots in 
the use of those armaments on board 
aircraft. 

I hope that the amendments offered 
will be rejected. They are not in con-
formity with the spirit of the legisla-
tion. If they are not rejected, I will be 
constrained to oppose this bill. I do not 
want to oppose it, but if these amend-
ments or if any one of them is adopted, 
except the one on which we have 
agreed, then I feel the bill and the bi-
partisan spirit will have failed and I 
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will not be prepared to go forward with 
this legislation. 

I know that the chairman of the sub-
committee and the chairman of the full 
committee have expressed their opposi-
tion to all but this one amendment, 
and we anticipate that there will be a 
satisfactory outcome, that the amend-
ments will be rejected, and that the un-
derlying bill can then be adopted by 
the House and be sent on to the other 
body, and hopefully to the President.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, not very often do we 
find ourselves trying to stretch out the 
time. I guess leadership is downtown 
and they want to stretch it out until 3 
o’clock. 

One of the enjoyable things about 
this debate, and I see my friend, the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR) and the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MICA), but I have seen some people 
that, in my opinion, do not know what 
they are talking about. But even in 
that light, they were offering construc-
tive types of legislation or comments 
that were in good faith. I think that is 
why this debate has been so healthy. 

Quite often on this floor we sit here, 
and because it is an election year, 
there is partisan rancor. I want to 
thank my colleagues on the other side 
that that has not been the case. There 
has not been a partisan issue on this, 
and although we may disagree, it is 
based on wanting to help the American 
public. 

With that, I would say that I disagree 
with my friend, the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), on the 
amendment. I would say that it has 
been established that it is a benefit to 
have our aviators armed in the cockpit. 
If that is the case, should we only arm 
2 percent of our Capitol Police? I think 
not, because 100 percent of our Capitol 
Police armed gives us better protec-
tion. 

Should we arm 100 percent of our avi-
ators? No, because I also agree with the 
gentleman that not 100 percent of avi-
ators should carry a weapon, or even 
qualify for that. But I think a goal of 
that would be correct. 

Of those that are allowed to do that, 
I think the training should be very, 
very intensive, with modern tech-
niques, in the problems they may incur 
in a highly pressurized aircraft at ele-
vation. 

Our marshals carry weapons, 100 per-
cent of them. I think we ought to 
achieve that goal, and the DeFazio-
Thune amendment I believe should 
pass. I would be sad if the gentleman 
that has tried so hard to craft a good 
bill, the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. OBERSTAR), would oppose it be-
cause of that; but I think that the 
American people have spoken, the air-
line pilots have spoken, and I think 
this body will speak, and I expect that 
overwhelmingly to pass. I would hope 
the gentleman would join us in this 
with enthusiasm. 

Mr. Chairman, I would take a look at 
professional aviators. I looked at the 
one amendment as far as preference. 
The reason I asked my friend if mili-
tary and law enforcement had pref-
erence, but did not eliminate, I want to 
tell the gentleman, I have known some 
aviators that the only pistol they have 
ever handled was a .38 during qualifica-
tions when they were going through 
the AOC program in training; so again, 
they may have precedents, but there 
are people that I hunt and fish with 
that have far more experience. 

If we look at Suzie Brewster, a 
former Member’s wife, I would trust 
her in a cockpit with a weapon, and she 
has never been in law enforcement or 
been an aviator, more than I would 
some of my pilot friends. I would not 
want those individuals eliminated. I 
was glad to see that they are not. 

I think there needs to be a real close 
look at the requirements and the capa-
bility and the overall experience, not 
just because they are in the military or 
in law enforcement. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, on 
the matter of the cap and the last 
point the gentleman made, the point of 
the bill, of doing a 2-year test and then 
evaluating, was to work out some of 
the very concerns the gentleman ex-
pressed. 

The gentleman is quite right, that 
not all pilots that we know are quali-
fied to handle a gun. That is why there 
is the training requirement in the leg-
islation, to prepare and hopefully to 
weed out people who really do not qual-
ify. 

The idea of undertaking this limited 
program to test out these ideas and to 
ascertain the effects of a misfired gun 
in the cockpit that might send a bullet 
through the autopilot or through the 
flight deck computer are necessary 
preconditions. Then we stop, take 
stock, and the Secretary or the under 
secretary could make the determina-
tion to open it up to all pilots. But I 
think this is a matter of walking be-
fore we run.

b 1500 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman and I understand 
his argument except the fact that I 
know, I do not have to study it, I know 
if I was in a cockpit of an airplane, I 
would want to be armed as protection 
because that guy is going to cut my 
throat and I want to be able to defend 
not only myself but the pilots in the 
back, and I do not need a pilot pro-
gram. 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise at this time to 
reluctantly support the Hostettler 
amendment No. 9. I have said repeat-
edly I was opposed to all amendments 
that would be offered to this piece of 

legislation. But fortunately amend-
ment No. 9 is an amendment which I do 
not believe breaks the delicate balance 
that we have achieved in this bipar-
tisan piece of legislation. So I am re-
luctantly willing to support it. 

I would like to go on to say, though, 
that the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), mentioned that if the DeFazio 
amendment were to pass that he would 
reluctantly have to be opposed to the 
bill, and I would want to say that I 
would have to be also. 

The gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
MICA), the gentleman from Alaska (Mr. 
YOUNG), the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), and myself and our staff, par-
ticularly the staff, have worked enor-
mously hard on putting this bill to-
gether. All of us in this body are inter-
ested in improving security and safety 
in our skies. But until we really get 
into a piece of legislation, we will not 
understand what ramifications it can 
have. And that is why it is so impor-
tant that this bill that we have put to-
gether be passed without any amend-
ments that would harm it, because 
these amendments that have been pro-
posed have very serious ramifications 
which we who deal with aviation on a 
day-in and day-out basis and our staff 
that does it on a day-in, day-out basis 
realize what these ramifications will be 
in trying to implement this program if 
the program is changed. 

So I ask all my colleagues to support 
the bill, the manager’s amendment 
that was brought here to the floor, and 
oppose all the other amendments that 
are opposed by the ranking member of 
the full committee, by myself, by the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Aviation, and by the chairman of the 
full committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I also remind my col-
leagues if they really want to do some-
thing for aviation safety and security, 
support this bill in its present context 
without amendments because, once 
again, I say the administration is real-
ly opposed to arming pilots with lethal 
weapons. The Secretary of Transpor-
tation is and the Under Secretary for 
Security is also. And if we expand this 
bill too far, you can rest assured that 
the administration ultimately will 
veto this piece of legislation. So to pre-
vent that from happening, please de-
feat all amendments.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
DAN MILLER of Florida). The question 
is on the amendment, as modified, of-
fered by the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. HOSTETTLER). 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE 
OF THE WHOLE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 6 of rule XVIII, pro-
ceedings will now resume on those 
amendments on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed, in the fol-
lowing order: Amendment No. 11, of-
fered by the gentleman from Oregon 
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(Mr. DEFAZIO); amendment No. 8, of-
fered by the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. HOSTETTLER); amendment No. 7, 
offered by the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. HOSTETTLER). 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
pending business is the demand for a 
recorded vote on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DEFAZIO) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 250, noes 175, 
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 288] 

AYES—250

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Armey 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Blagojevich 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Bryant 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carson (OK) 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Clement 
Coble 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLay 
DeMint 

Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Everett 
Flake 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grucci 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Holden 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Isakson 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 

Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kerns 
Kind (WI) 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Manzullo 
Matheson 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Miller, Dan 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Miller, Jeff 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 

Rehberg 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sandlin 
Saxton 
Schaffer 
Schrock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 

Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 

Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Toomey 
Turner 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins (OK) 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Wu 
Young (FL) 

NOES—175

Ackerman 
Allen 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop 
Blumenauer 
Bono 
Borski 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Burr 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson (IN) 
Castle 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Ehlers 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Goss 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holt 
Honda 

Hooley 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Mink 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrick 

Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Osborne 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Price (NC) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rangel 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogers (KY) 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Tauscher 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson (CA) 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weller 
Wexler 
Wilson (NM) 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—9 

Andrews 
Barrett 
Bonior 

Delahunt 
Hastings (FL) 
Norwood 

Olver 
Roukema 
Traficant

b 1534 

Messrs. WYNN, SKEEN, CROWLEY, 
PALLONE, ACKERMAN, RUSH, CLY-
BURN, and BISHOP, Ms. MCKINNEY, 
Mrs. CAPPS, and Mrs. NAPOLITANO 
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. POMBO, TERRY, 
COSTELLO, FORD, SESSIONS, 
ENGLISH, MCHUGH, GREENWOOD, 
STUPAK, GILCHREST, and Mrs. 
NORTHUP changed their vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO 

TEMPORE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
DAN MILLER of Florida). Pursuant to 
clause 6, rule XVIII, the Chair an-
nounces that he will reduce to a min-
imum of 5 minutes the period of time 
within which a vote by electronic de-
vice will be taken on each amendment 
on which the Chair has postponed fur-
ther proceedings. 
AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. HOSTETTLER 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
pending business is the demand for a 
recorded vote on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. HOSTETTLER) on which further 
proceedings were postponed and on 
which the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 169, noes 256, 
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 289] 

AYES—169

Akin 
Armey 
Baca 
Bachus 
Barcia 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Berry 
Biggert 
Blagojevich 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burton 
Buyer 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carson (OK) 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Clement 
Coble 
Collins 
Condit 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Davis, Jo Ann 
DeFazio 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart 
Doolittle 

Duncan 
Ehrlich 
English 
Everett 
Flake 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Gallegly 
Gilchrest 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Grucci 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Herger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Holden 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kerns 
Kind (WI) 
Kingston 

Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Latham 
Leach 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Manzullo 
Matheson 
McCrery 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Miller, Jeff 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Otter 
Paul 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Riley 
Rogers (KY) 
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Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sandlin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Skelton 

Strickland 
Stump 
Sullivan 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thune 
Tiberi 
Toomey 
Turner 
Upton 

Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins (OK) 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 

NOES—256

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barton 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Bono 
Boozman 
Borski 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Burr 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson (IN) 
Castle 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Combest 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis, Tom 
Deal 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 

Gonzalez 
Goss 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall (TX) 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hefley 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller, Dan 
Mink 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrick 

Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Osborne 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rehberg 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogers (MI) 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaffer 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stupak 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson (CA) 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 

Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Wexler 

Whitfield 
Woolsey 
Wu 

Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—9 

Andrews 
Barrett 
Bonior 

Delahunt 
Hastings (FL) 
Norwood 

Olver 
Roukema 
Traficant

b 1546 

Mr. DAN MILLER of Florida, Ms. 
PELOSI, and Mr. FRANK changed 
their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. BRADY of Texas, 
CULBERSON, ROHRABACHER, and 
LEACH changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ 
to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. HOSTETTLER 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
DAN MILLER of Florida). The pending 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
HOSTETTLER) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 49, noes 376, 
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 290] 

AYES—49 

Akin 
Baird 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Boucher 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooksey 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Doolittle 
Flake 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 

Graves 
Gutknecht 
Hayes 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kerns 
LaHood 
Linder 
Lucas (OK) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, Jeff 
Ney 
Paul 

Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Platts 
Pombo 
Rehberg 
Rogers (MI) 
Royce 
Schaffer 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shimkus 
Tancredo 
Toomey 
Vitter 
Wilson (SC) 

NOES—376

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Armey 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 

Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Boozman 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 

Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Collins 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 

Davis (IL) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grucci 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 

Kelly 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Luther 
Lynch 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Mascara 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller, Dan 
Miller, George 
Mink 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Northup 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Quinn 

Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watkins (OK) 
Watson (CA) 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
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Wolf 
Woolsey 

Wu 
Wynn 

Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—9 

Andrews 
Barrett 
Bonior 

Delahunt 
Hastings (FL) 
Norwood 

Olver 
Roukema 
Traficant

b 1556 

Mr. HEFLEY changed his vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are 

there any further amendments to this 
bill? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time sim-
ply to state the case of the status of 
this legislation. With passage of the 
first amendment, the DeFazio, et al. 
amendment, the House has voted to 
make all 70,000-plus commercial airline 
pilots eligible immediately to be armed 
and trained to carry guns in the flight 
deck. That is fine. I am just stating the 
case of where we are. 

The House has voted to delete the re-
quirement for a 2-year pilot program, a 
test program, after which the plan was 
to stop, take stock and decide what 
issues needed to be addressed, what 
problems need to be fixed, and then to 
proceed with a permanent program if 
the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration decided to do so. 

Under this legislation, even if the ini-
tial deployment demonstrates that 
there are safety problems, even if we 
learn in the initial going in a year or 
so in this initiative that there are safe-
ty problems or the program is ineffec-
tive in preventing a skyjacking, or if 
doors are installed to make the flight 
deck secure, as will happen next sum-
mer, according to the current schedule, 
this program is permanent. There is no 
stop, take stock, and decide whether to 
go permanently with it.

b 1600 

At a cost of $8,000 of training per 
pilot per year, the cost is in excess of 
$500 million a year. The Transportation 
Security Administration will have to 
start training within 2 months of en-
actment of the legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, in the end, the cur-
rent status of this bill violates, in my 
opinion and in reality, the agreement 
that we worked out on a bipartisan 
basis to bring to the floor measured, 
responsible, stop, take stock, before 
you go ahead, assess the effect of this 
program in a 2-year initiative and then 
decide whether to go ahead on a perma-
nent basis. 

That is now gone. I can no longer 
support the legislation in this form, 
and I urge a no vote on passage. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this has been one of 
the more honorable debates that I have 
taken part in, and my utmost respect 
goes to the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. OBERSTAR). You will not find very 
many times that I vote with the gen-

tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO), so 
you know when I do it, it is pretty bi-
partisan. 

But I want to tell Members that al-
though it makes 100 percent allowable, 
that will never be reached. The only 
people that are going to be allowed in 
those cockpits are people that are 
qualified, that are trained and that 
complete the training; and that will 
never reach 100 percent, and it should 
not. All this did was raise the cap. If it 
is true that we should only have 2 per-
cent, then why do we not just arm 2 
percent of our Capitol Police? Arming 
100 percent of them that are qualified 
makes it safer for all of us. 

This is a bipartisan agreement. I 
think that you will see the vote on the 
DeFazio amendment was one of the 
most bipartisan votes we have had this 
year. Not just committee members, but 
of this body, of this House. 

It is a good amendment. It makes our 
airways more safe. For that reason, I 
strongly support this. I ask Members 
to support the bill. 

And I would also like to again ex-
press my appreciation to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the ranking member. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s kind remarks. 
He said that previously. 

It was a very balanced debate and 
one that stuck to the issues, and in the 
interest of sticking to the issues, I just 
want to point out further that while 
the underlying bill had a 2-year pro-
gram, stop, take stock before going 
ahead, the bill, as now constructed, 
does not have that stop, take stock 
provision. That is my concern. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
reclaiming my time, the reason I did 
not vote for the Hostettler amendment, 
it required 30 percent within 30 days. 
There was no way to do that if the per-
centage was increased. I think that is 
why the DeFazio amendment strikes a 
good balance on this and gives us the 
maximum amount of protection. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides to 
support this bill. It is a good bill for 
the American people. They want it, the 
American Pilots Association wants it. 

God bless you.
Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, it is not often I dis-

agree with the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), who knows 
more about aviation than probably ev-
erybody on the floor of the House put 
together, but I do respectfully rise to 
disagree with his conclusion that Mem-
bers should vote against this bill. Let 
me quickly lay out a case. 

The threshold was crossed on a bipar-
tisan basis by the Democrats and the 
Republican leaders of the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure 
that there is a credible threat that con-
tinues in aviation. I can tell you it is 

going to be a very, very long time, if 
ever, before we have flight decks simi-
lar to what El Al, has where the pilots 
can go in and stay there until they 
land because they have a lav and food 
service. We are not even anticipating 
that. 

We are seeing the FAA drag their 
feet on just giving us a door that can’t 
be battered down by a deranged indi-
vidual from Brazil with his head. They 
are dragging their feet on that, so it is 
going to be a long time before those 
flight decks are as secure as we want. 
At El Al, until they reached that point 
in time, they did arm their pilots. They 
never had an incident. 

These are highly trained people. 
These are people you trust with your 
lives every week when you fly in those 
planes. These are people who do not 
want to feel helpless in losing control 
of their airplane to terrorists. 

I am not going to say this is the most 
credible threat. Personally, I believe 
explosives are the most credible threat 
to killing people, maybe even personal 
explosives. 

This continues to be a threat, and the 
leaders of the committee decided it was 
a threat, so the question becomes, why 
should we at that point restrict to 2 
percent, which would be known to 
every terrorist in the world, of the pi-
lots, on a daily basis? That would mean 
that less than one-half of 1 percent of 
the pilots flying would be armed be-
cause of the flight schedules they keep 
on a monthly basis. 

So if you are a terrorist intent on 
mayhem and your chances are 99.5 to 1 
that you are going to be successful, 
you might just take a chance. But with 
this amendment, we have created the 
uncertainty. 

I would suggest that we will classify 
the number of pilots who have under-
gone the training and qualified, and it 
will be just like the sky marshals. You 
are not going to know how many of 
them are up there or whether they 
have a gun or do not have a gun. You 
are going to create that element of un-
certainty for these people, so then they 
will try maybe some other place in the 
system to get us, and we have to be 
closing those gaps with explosives and 
maritime and all those other things. 

So I respectfully disagree with the 
gentleman’s conclusion that because of 
that we should vote against this bill. 
There is still administrative discre-
tion. There will still be a conference 
with the Senate. If the gentleman finds 
horrible problems in terms of the pace 
or whatever, we can work on those 
things. But to kill the bill now would 
be to deny the threat that was identi-
fied on a bipartisan basis by the leaders 
of the committee and the American 
public and deny the American public 
this credible protection.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) and I have 
fought many, many fights on this floor, 
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and in subcommittee and full com-
mittee, and on most occasions, unfor-
tunately, we lost. Today I am sorry to 
say that he won and I lost. 

I think that the people who really 
lost here are the American flying pub-
lic. We had a bill that the leadership of 
the committee on both sides agreed to. 
It was a balanced bill, it was a prudent 
bill, it was a cautious bill, it was a bill 
that really would be effective in the 
long run. 

The Senate was not even interested 
in that bill. It was our hope that we 
could pass this bill here today by over-
whelming numbers so that the Senate 
would be forced to take up that bill. 

By passing the DeFazio amendment 
today, it ensures that you are not 
going to have the Senate take up this 
bill. If, through some miracle, the Sen-
ate does take up the bill, the Secretary 
of Transportation and the Under Sec-
retary of Transportation for Security, 
has already come out against weapons 
of this nature being on planes with pi-
lots. The administration has said noth-
ing on this because their Secretary of 
Transportation has already come out 
in opposition. 

If we really want to do something for 
aviation safety and security, we will 
now defeat this bill so we can come 
back with a bill that has a chance of 
ultimately becoming law. If we want to 
improve aviation safety and security in 
this Nation and not make a point for a 
special interest group along political 
lines, we will vote against this bill and 
we will come back with a new one very 
shortly that has a chance. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
DAN MILLER of Florida). Are there any 
further amendments to the bill? 

If not, the question is on the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
NETHERCUTT) having assumed the 
chair, Mr. DAN MILLER of Florida, 
Chairman pro tempore of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 4635) to amend title 49, 
United States Code, to establish a pro-
gram for Federal flight deck officers, 
and for other purposes, pursuant to 
House Resolution 472, he reported the 
bill back to the House with an amend-
ment adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole? 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a separate vote on the so-called 
DeFazio amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a sep-
arate vote demanded on any other 
amendment? 

If not, the Clerk will report the 
amendment on which a separate vote 
has been demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment No. 11 offered by Mr. DEFAZIO:
Page 2, line 12, strike ‘‘pilot’’. 
Page 3, lines 8 and 9, strike ‘‘selecting, 

training,’’ and insert ‘‘training’’.
Page 3, line 9, after ‘‘pilots’’ insert ‘‘who 

are qualified to be Federal flight deck offi-
cers’’. 

Page 3, line 10, strike the semicolon and all 
that follows through ‘‘first’’ on line 17. 

Page 9, strike lines 3 through 9. 
Page 9, line 10, strike ‘‘(5)’’ and insert ‘‘(4). 
Page 9, line 24, strike the comma and all 

that follows through the comma on line 25. 
Page 11, strike line 20 and all that follows 

through line 4 on page 14. 
Page 12, line 21, strike the comma and in-

sert ‘‘and’’. 
Page 12, line 23, strike the comma and all 

that follows through ‘‘program’’ on line 24. 
Page 14, line 5, strike ‘‘(j)’’ and insert ‘‘(i)’’. 

Mr. OBERSTAR (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 251, nays 
172, not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 291] 

YEAS—251

Aderholt 
Akin 
Armey 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Blagojevich 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Bryant 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carson (OK) 
Chabot 

Chambliss 
Clement 
Coble 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Everett 
Flake 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 

Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grucci 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Holden 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Isakson 
Issa 
Istook 

Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kerns 
Kind (WI) 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Manzullo 
Matheson 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Miller, Dan 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Miller, Jeff 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Ose 

Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sanchez 
Sandlin 
Saxton 
Schaffer 
Schrock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 

Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Toomey 
Turner 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins (OK) 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Wu 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—172

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop 
Blumenauer 
Bono 
Borski 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Burr 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson (IN) 
Castle 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Ehlers 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Frank 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 

Gonzalez 
Goss 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 

McGovern 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Millender-

McDonald 
Mink 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Osborne 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Price (NC) 
Quinn 
Rangel 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogers (KY) 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 

VerDate jun 06 2002 02:32 Jul 11, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K10JY7.093 pfrm15 PsN: H10PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4471July 10, 2002
Tauscher 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 

Udall (NM) 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Watson (CA) 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 

Weiner 
Wexler 
Wilson (NM) 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—11 

Andrews 
Barrett 
Bonior 
Delahunt 

Hastings (FL) 
Norwood 
Olver 
Radanovich 

Roukema 
Traficant 
Waters

b 1628 

Mr. COX changed his vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
Stated against:
Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. Speaker, today I cast a 

vote in error on rollcall No. 291. It was my in-
tention to cast a no vote on this rollcall.

b 1630

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
NETHERCUTT). The question is on the 
committee amendment in the nature of 
a substitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 310, nays 
113, not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 292] 

YEAS—310

Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Armey 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Berkley 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Bryant 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 

Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Cardin 
Carson (OK) 
Castle 
Chabot 
Clement 
Coble 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 

Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Everett 
Flake 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grucci 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 

Harman 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hobson 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kerns 
Kildee 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Lynch 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Matheson 
McCarthy (NY) 

McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meeks (NY) 
Mica 
Miller, Dan 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Miller, Jeff 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 

Saxton 
Schaffer 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Toomey 
Turner 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins (OK) 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—113

Abercrombie 
Allen 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Blumenauer 
Borski 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Burr 
Capuano 
Carson (IN) 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Crowley 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Ehlers 

Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Frost 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Gutierrez 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kaptur 
Kilpatrick 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 

Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Markey 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
Meek (FL) 
Menendez 
Millender-

McDonald 
Mink 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Rivers 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 

Sabo 
Sawyer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Snyder 

Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Thomas 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Velazquez 

Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson (CA) 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Woolsey 

NOT VOTING—11 

Andrews 
Barrett 
Bonior 
Chambliss 

Delahunt 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Norwood 

Olver 
Roukema 
Traficant

b 1646 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table.
Stated for:
Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I was unable 

to travel to Washington, DC on July 10, 2002 
because I was attending the burial of Fire-
fighter Thomas G. Stewart III, who died in the 
line of duty on July 4th, 2002 in Gloucester 
City, New Jersey. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yea’’ of rollcall No. 292, H.R. 4635, the Arm-
ing Pilots Against Terrorism Act. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 
No. 292, I was unexpectedly detained. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yea.’’

Ms. HART. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 292, 
I was unavoidably detained. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yea.’’

f 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN-
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 4635, ARM-
ING PILOTS AGAINST TER-
RORISM ACT 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that in the engrossment 
of the bill, H.R. 4635, the Clerk be au-
thorized to make technical corrections 
and conforming changes to the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
NETHERCUTT). Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 4635. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 
f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 4865 

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to have my name re-
moved as a cosponsor of H.R. 4865, the 
National Forest Roadless Area Con-
servation Act of 2002. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
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